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MSTRACT 

Under dfrection of the Pacific northwest El&?tric Power Planning and 
Conservation Act of 1980, and the subsequent Northwest Power Plannlng 
Counc?i’s Columbia River Basin Fish and WIldlIfe Program, projects have 
been developed In Idaho to mISTgate the tmpacts to wlldl Ife habitat and 
productfon due to the development and operation of the Anderson Ranch 
and Black Canyon Facll ltfes (i.e. dame power plant, and reservofr 
areas), The Anderson Ranch Fact I I ty covered about 4,812 acres of 
wOldl?fe habitat while the Black Canyon Facflity covered about 1,115 
acres o These acreages incl ude dam and power p I ant stag fng areas0 A 
separate mitigation plan has been developed for each facility. A 
modified Habitat Evaluation Procedure (HEPI was used to assess the 
benefits of the mitigation plans to wildlIfe. The interagency work 
group used the target species Habitat Unfts (HUtsi lost at each facility 
as a guide1 Ine during the mitlgatlon piannfng process> while considering 
the needs of wild1 Ife in the areas. Totals of 9,619 snd 2,238 target 
species HU’s were estlmated to be lost In the Anderson Ranch and Black 
Canyon Facility areasp respectively. Through a series of projects, the 
mitigation plans wtl I provide benefits of 9,620 target species HUls to 
replace Anderson Ranch wlldl ffe fmpacts and benefits of 2,195 target 
species HU’s to replace Black Canyon w!ld!ife impacts. Target spec I es 
to be beneffted by the Anderson Ranch andior BI ack Canyon mit fgatlon 
plans include the mallard, Canada goose, mink, yellow warbler, 
bl ack-capped chickadee, ruffed grouse, mu I e deer, b I ue grouse9 
sharp-talled grouse, ring-necked pheasant, and peregrine falcon, 
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INTROQUCTION 

i The Pacific Northwest Electric Power Plannlng and Conservation Act of 

: 

1980 (Publ fc Law 96-501) directed that measures be implemented to 
protect, ml tlgate, and enhance f Ish and w I I d I I fe to the extent affected 
by development and operation of hydrypower proJects on the Columbia 
River System. This Act created the Northwest Power Plannlng Council, 
which in turn developed the Columbia Rlver Basin Fish and Wiidlife 
Program. This Program estab 1 lshed a 4-part process: 

11 Wildlife Mitlgatlon Status Reports -- to identify mttlgatlon 
proposed, mitigation required, mltigatton Implemented, and 
current studies and pi anning; 

2) Wildlife Impact Assessments d- to quantify wildlife and habitat 
impacts using the best sclentif ic information available; 

3) Wildlife Protection, Mitigation, and Enhancement Pians -- to 
provide a plan to mltlgate wlldllfe and habitat losses pursuant 
to Sections 4(h)(5) and (6) of the Pacific Northwest Electric 
Power Planning and Conservation Act of 1980; 

4) lmplementatlon of protection, mltlgation, and enhancement 
projects -- to mitigate wildlife and habltat losses. 

These mf t igat ion pl ans for the Anderson Ranch and BI ack Canyon 
Facilltles were developed to fulfill the requlrements of Section 
1004(b)(3) of the Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program., 
Agencies that actively participated In the planning sessions included 
the U.S. Bureau of Reclamatfon (USBR), Bureau of Land Management (BLMI, 
U-S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), U.S. Forest Service (USFS), and 
the Idaho Department of Fish and Game (IDFG). Personnel from these 
agencies, plus the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes, formed the interagency work 
group. Throughout preparation of this plan, we consulted and 
coordinated wfth the above agencies and trlbes, the Bonneville Power 

\ 
Adminlstratlon (BPA), Northwest Power Planning Council (NPPC), and 

‘Pacific Northwest Utilities Conference Commlttee. This study was funded 
by the Bonneville Power Adminlstratlon. 

. 

c. 

. 
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ANDERSON RANCH 

Facif lty Description 

Anderson Ranch Dam is located at approxlmately mile 37 of the South Fork 
of the Boise River, about 20 air miles north of Mountain Home, Idaho 
(Figure 1). The earth-filled structure is 456 feet h fgh and has a total, 
storage capacity of 493,200 acre-feet of water. Two generators operate $\ 
at a maximum capacity of 40 megawatts CUSBR 1981a). At full pool, the 
reservoir has a surface area of 4,740 acres, is 14.6 miles long, and is 
Oh25 - 1 mile wide. The reservoir inundated 4,740.acres of habitat, 
18.3 miles of river channel, and 6.7 miles of tributartes. !n addftTon,, 
the dam and power plant staging areas covered about 72 acres, and the 
borrow site covered about 80 acres. The Wildlife Mltigat:on Status 
Report (Chancy and Sather-Blair 1985a) for this project stated ".,.-there ' / 

was no mitigatlon for losses of wfldiife~ habitats...lf resulting from the' /; 
project. :/ 

The Anderson Ranch Facility is part of a federal water storage system in 
the Bo!se River drainage. It is authorized for irrigation, flood 
control, power production, fish and wildfffe, and recreation (USBE 
198la). Construction of the proJect was authorfzed by the Department of 
the Interior Secretary's Findings of Fea~ib~f fty, June 25, 1940, under 
Sect-Ion 9 of the Reclamation Project Act of 1939 (USBR 195;). The dam 
was completed in 1950 (USBR 1980). 

Prlor to 1980, irrigation releases from tho,reservoir from July through 
September averaged 4,500 cubic feet per second (cfs). In' September, 
releases from the reservoir were generally reduced to 200 cfs. Winter j 
releases varied with power peaking operations and ranged from 200 cfs to- 
1,600 cfs. Spring flood control releases have reached 5,000 cfs (USBR 
1981a). Over the past 5 years, the USBR has.maintained fall and winter 
minimum flows of 300 cfs, and a minimum of 600 cfs during the rest of 
the year. Between 1976 and 1985, ths average annual reservoir drawdown 
was 62 feet, and the largest drawdown was 116 feet. 

Impacts on Wildlife 

Martin and Ablin-Stone (1986) summarized the Anderson Ranch Fact 
impacts on wildlife: 

"The Anderson Ranch Project covered 4,812 acres of wil.dl.ife hab 
The study area cf concern included the reservoir, the dam site, 

II 

Iity's 

tats. 
the 

* 

staging area by the dam, and the area within 100 meters of the reservoir 
shoreline. The study area totaled 6,516 acres. 

"Eight cover typ es were identified In the study area. All were reduced 
in the area after project construct/on except Iacustrine open water. 
The project resulted in a loss of 18.3 miles of river and 6.7 miles of 
tributaries. Losses included 966 acres of deciduous forested wetlands, 
256 acres of deciduous scrub-shrub wetlands, and 275 acres of 
free-flowing river. Upland areas reduced by the proJect included 2,200 
acres of shrub-steppe, 280 acres of evergreen forest, 270 acres of 
deciduous shrub1 and, and 565 acres of agr icu I ture/pasture [Table, ,I]. 3 
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Table 1. Cover type acreages in the Anderson Ranch FaciLity area’ for pre- and post-construction conditions [Martin and Ablin-Stone 

1966). 

Deciduous Deciduous 

Forested Scrub-shrub Evergreen Peciduous Agriculture/ Aivarina Lacustsine 

Wetlend Wetland Shrub-steppe Forest Shrub 1 and Pastura 2ock Bottom Open Water Other2 TotaL 

Pre-construction 1,006 258 3,379 675 358 565 275 0 0 6,516 

Post-construction 40 2 1,179 395 80 0 0 4,740 72 6 1516 

Net gain or Loss -966 -256 -2,200 -280 -270 -565 -275 +4,740 +72 

1 Study area extended 100 metars from the edge of the sesarvolr [end dfd not include tha 86 aola borruw odte]. 

2 Includes dam and power plant staging areas. 
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I Table 2. Summary of wildlife habitat impacts associated with construction end operation of the Anderson Ranch Facility, South Fork of 

the Boise River, Idaho [Martin and Ablin-Stone 1983). 

Group Pre-construction Post-construction 
[evaluation spsciss] 

Impacts 
Habitat acres HSI HU’s Hebitat acres HSI HU's Hebitat scres Hli’s 

/ - Big 

Aquatic furbearers 

Mellard Mink Mule game deer 

Waterfowl 

2,283 2,382 5,676 0.48 0.80 0.69 1,096 3,916 1,905 1,727 1,704 56 0.85 0.72 0.10' I;227 173 4s -2,227 -3,972 -755 -1,048 -1,732 -2,689 

Up 1 and game 

Huffed grouse 
Blue .grouse 

1,ooB 0.85 958 40 0.83 37 -888 -818 ' 

4,412 0.72 3,177 1,862 0.72 1,187 -20750 ..: -1,880 

Nongame specie6 : :2 
Black-capped chickadee 1,006 0.92 928 40 .' 

0.88 36 
Yeliow wirbler 

-966 1: -890 
818 I 0.65 480 90 0.43 39' -526 -,- -369 

. 

1 guring mitigation Planning; the intersgency work group agreed that 0.10 was a more acourats estimate of post-construction habitat 
conditions than the HSI estimated during the impact assessments 
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"The HEP was used to evaluate pre- and post-construction wildlife 
habitat cond?tions. Evaluation species were seiected to represent 
important species,groups and habitats. Impacts for evaluation species 
were measured in terms of the difference between pre- and, 
post-construction Habitat Units (l-!I)fq)?,,a measure of habitat quantity 
(habitat area) and quality (Habitat Suttabi i Ity !ndex or HSI). For a 
given species, one HU is equivalent to one acre of prime habitat (HSI = 
1.0). 

"The study area contained an estimated 5,676 acres of big game habitat 
prior to construction, while it presently contains 1,704 acres. The 
project resulted in a loss of 2,689 HU's for mule deer [Table 21, This 
loss is considered representative for Rocky Mountain elk in the study 
area. The black bear and the mountain Iion,were also,affected by, the 
project, but habitat losses were not quantified. Other proJect-related 
impacts include the annual winter loss of big game.dying as a result of 
ice conditions on the reservoir. Annual ice-related losses of mule deer 
are estimated to range from 1 or 2 to over 30; the average annual loss 
is estimated to be 6 deer. 

"The study area contained an estimated 2,382 acres of aquatic furbearer 
habitat prior to construction, while the reservoir currevtly has,l,727 
acres along its shoreline. Using the mink model, the pre-tionstructlon 
habitat quality along the river and its tributaries was high, while the 
reservoir currently provides lower-quality habitat. A loss of 1,197 
HU's was estimated for the mink. Due to an average annual drawdown of 
62 feet and complete loss of 25 miles of river and tributary habitat, 
this loss is considered an underestimate for beaver, muskrat, and'river 
otter. [Later, the mitigation planning work group agreed that the‘mink 
model did not adequately estimate the post-construction conditions for 
mink; the work group agreed that 0.1 is a more accurate estimate of 
post-constructlon conditions, and therefore there were an estimated 
1,732 mink Huts lost,] 

VfPrior to project construction, the study area had an'estimated 2,283 
acres of waterfowl breeding habitat along the river and its tributaries, 
while the reservoir currently has an estimated 56 acres suitable for 
nesting. Using a mallard model, the project resulted In an estimated 
loss of 1,048 HU's of waterfowl habitat. 

"The forested wetlands within the study area provided an estimated 1,006 
acres of ruffed grouse habitat, while the study area presently provides 
only 40 acres. Upland habitats provided an estimated 4,412 acres of 
blue grouse habltat, and presently provlde 1,662 acres. The project 
resulted ln the loss of 919 !-NJ's for game bird species associated with 
forested wetland habitats [ruffed grouse], and 1,980 HU's for game bird 
species associated with upland habitats [blue grouse]. 

"Although over 4,800 acres of nongame habitats were Inundated by the 
project, impacts to nongame species were estimated only for wetland 
cover types and the upland deciduous shrubland cover type. The 
black-capped chickadee model was used to evaluate the quality of the 
overstory in forested wetlands, and the yellow warbler model was used to 
evaluate scrub-shrub wetlands and deciduous shrublands. The project 
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resu I ted in estlmated 1 asses of 896 Hubs for nongame spec les. dependent 
on forested wetlands, and 361 HUfs for nongame species dependent on 
scrub-shrub wet i’ands and dec 1 duous shrub I ands. .I : .i I Lb ,.A, j : 
“The project adversely affected w~ini&I’ng bald eag’les. The reservoir 
currently provides ‘I ittle open water habitat during most winters, while 
the river prior to the project remained open. Whitefish were also 
el imfnatec! from the study area as a result of the project, Ospreys are 
the one raptor species that probably have benef l-ted from the project.” 5, 

The level’ of impacts that constructton of Anderson Ranch Dam and 
Reservoir had on peregrPns falcons is hard to quantify, It has been 
suggested that a signif ioant cause of the falcon@s histortc decl ine can 
be at-i-r ibuted to loss of. we‘tl ands and associated prey ftemso which could 
have been a combined effect res’u,!ting from’change la precipitation 
levels and’ hydroelectric development (M. Nelson, pers. commun., In 
Burnham and Howard 1986). ‘At And&son. Ranch Reservoir, 1,221 aczs of 
rtpartan habitats were inundated and lost (Martin and Abl in-Stone 
1986). Further, M. Nelson (.I986 letter to NPPC) stated: 

“There were many observations of peregr ines on the South Fork of the 
Boise R,!ver ‘before the completion of Anderson Ranch Dam.. ’ I made 
authentic observations of these b,i’rds ‘dur,lng the nesting season In. the 
area above .and below the ex istlng dam site. Anderson Ranch backwaters 
covered a sYgnif icant prey base area!fdr the nesting birds. The .human 
activity of building thj reservoir; and the I oss of r i par i-an prey base 
that fol lowed, had’ a sign!f icant!‘y negative effect on the nesting 
peregr 1 nes. They have not beenobserved in’ the area during the nesting 
season since.” 

An 80 acre borrow site was used“ as f 1 I I for’ the Anderson Ranch Dam. The 
borrow site was not identified during the wildlife imp&t assessment. 
The area historically was sagebrush-grassland, and presently is in a 
severely degraded condition; b 

! 

., 

,‘ 
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BLACK CANYON 

Facility Descrlptfon 

Black Canyon Dam is located on the Pay&% River near Emmett,,ldaho 
(Figure 2). The concrete dam is 183 feet high.and has an ogee overflow 
spillway. Crest length is 1,039 feet. The facility has the capacity to 
divert water from the Payette Rfver at a rate of 1,360 cfs. The dam 
contains 2 electrical generating units with a 'total installed capacity 
of 8,000 kilowatts. The reservoir, at full pool, extends about 9 miles 
upstream from the dam and covers about 1,100 acres (Chancy and 
Sal-her-Blair 1985b). From 1983 to 1985, the reservoir drawdown averaged 
42 feet and ranged from 20 to 72 feet. There were no wildl!fe 
mitigation measures identiffed in the mitigation status report for .this 
project (Chancy and Sather-Blair 1985b). 

Black Canyon Reservoir initially had the capacity for about 44,000 
acre-feet of water. By the early 197p.'s, sedimentation, mainiy at the 
upper end of the reservoir, had reduced the capacity by about 
one-third. Deposltion of sediments has contfnued to reduce the 
reservoir's capacity. 

Sedimentation in the upper end of the reservoir contributed to chronic 
spring flooding of adjacent !ow-lying agricultural lands (Chancy and 
Sather-Blair 1985b). The USBR acquired 1,095 acres within the,extended 
loo-year flood pl,tiin, and in cooperation with IDFG, prepared the Montour 
Wildlife/Recreation Plan for the area (USBR 1984). A memorandum of 
understanding outlining management responsfbiIities'was'previously 
signed by the respective parties in August, 1983. Pursuant to Section 
4(h)(lO)(A) of the Northwest Power Act, BPA funding of proposed wildlife 
proJects at Montour would appear to be in lieu of other expenditures 
authorized or required from other entitles under other agreements or 
provisions of law, and therefore would be against the intentions of the 
Act. Because of the previous agreement, no mitigation projects are 
planned at Montour. 

The Black Canyon Facility's authorized purposes at-e irrigation and power 
production. The facility 1s part of the USBR's Boise Project, 
authorized March 27, 1905. The dam was authorlzed June 26, 1922 by the 
Secretary of the Interior. Construction was completed in 1924 (Chancy 
and Sather-Blair 1985b). The Black Canyon Facility and upstream storage 
reservoirs provide a system that allows the USBR to optimize irrigation 
releases and power production. Deadwood and Cascade Reservoirs were 
both authorized with expectations of contributing to federal power 
production at Black Canyon (USBR 1949:57-61). 

Impacts on Wildlife 

Black Canyon Reservoir inundated at least 1,057 acres, and the dam and 
reclamation areas covered 58 acres (Martin and Abl ln-Stone 7986). The 
impacts of the project were evaluated in a study area that included the 
dam, reservoir, power plant staging area, and 100 meters adjacent to the 
reservoir. The rlverine environment was most likely characterized by a 
cottonwood-willow complex with an understory of vat-lous shrubs and 
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grasses (Mart f n and Ab I I r&&e i&l. Tab I e 3 summar izes pre- and 
post-construct ion cover type acreages assoc I ated w I th B I ack Canyon 
Reservoir. 1 I’ 

..; .,_ 
The Habitat Evaluation Procedure was used to evaluate the effects, in 
terms of habitat values, that the’res’ervo’ir had’on the target species 
chosen O Impacts to target spec les are 6 f,sted in, Tab I e 4. Mart in and 
Abl In-Stone. (1986) pr,ovided furthei detail and information on the impact 
of ‘the B I ack Canyon Fat 6 I ,I ty on w’i6 d i if e. 

Based on historic distribution fhformation and resfd.uaI habitat 
characteristics of the Sw.eet and Monfour Valleys, it’ 6s highly I ike6y 
that the 6 I’ack Canyon Fat I I! I ty area once prov I ded hkb I tat’ for 
sharp-ta I I ed grouse. 1, I n’undat ion removed r i par f an vegetatlon, render ing 
cr it tcal w Inter I ng hab i-6-a-t unsu I tab I el’ (BLM and Nature Conservancy 
proposal to BPA, 1986 I. 

r.. 
Because ,management of the sharp-tai’i’ed grouse’ is of high priority to 
state and federal w I Idi ife and .I and management agent I’es fn Idaho, lt was 
selected as another’tar6je-t species during mitf$+tfon p’6anning for Black 
Canyon. Impacts of the Black Canyon Fact1 ity on sharptails ~were 
eval uated and, are, a I so I I s-ted on tab I a 4. 

: ' 

Impacts of Deadwood Reservoir on w t 1 d I. I f e we.re eval uated'. and, presented 
i’n the BI ack Canyon WI Id I I fe Impact Assessment (Mart in and Ab I'i,n-Stone 
1986 1.. However,, this m.itigatton plan, only ‘examines mi’t‘igatfon projects 
for 86 ack Canyon Reservo i.r I upqcts, ,Further’ hna6ysis of wild1 ife 
impacts and/or mifigatfon actions ‘at Deadwood and Cascade Reservoirs is 
planned In the future. 

I 
f 

,, ,, 

_ / ., : 

‘. ,, ‘, 

,’ I 

a 

11 



Nelson Ranch 

/ of{ 
l EMMETT 

Lake Lowell 

rrowrock RCservoir 

New York Canal 

20 Miles 

Snake River 

Fig. 2. Black Canyon Reservoir and vicinity 

, 

c 



Tabte 3. Cover type acreages in the Slack Canyon Facility area’ for pre- and post-construction conddtions [Martdn and Abldn-Stone 
19061. 

Deciduous Deciduous . 

Forested Scrub-shrub Emergent 
Wetland Wetland Wetland 

Shrub- 

steppe 

Agriculture/ 
Pasture Riyerlne hacustrdfle 

: 
&has2 Total 

Pre-construction 198 24 0 1,158 400 248 Q 0 Bs03Q 

Post-construction 110 34 7 620 12s 0 1,057 50 28030 

Net gain or-‘Loss -78 +10 +7 -530 -270 -246 +1*057 +56 

1 Study area extended 300 meteis from the edge of the cesarwoir, 

2 Inctudas dam and power plant staging areas. 

13 

:,-, _I 
‘;‘A 

_-l-. - ~~-. ~-~-_---.-I____ ---- ~_. .._... -. --___ -l--l__ - -~- 



Table 4. Summary of wildlife habitat impacts associated with construction and operetion of the 6Lack Cenyon Facility, Payette River, 
Idaho [Martin and Ablin-Stone 1996). 

Group Prs-construction Post-construction Iulpacta 

[evaluation species] Habitat acres HSI HU’S Hebitet ecrea HSI HU’e Habitat acres MU’S 

Big game 
Mule deer 1,376 0.45 620 787 0.46 378 -591 -242 

Aquatic furbearers 
Mink 1,084 0.77 035 915 ..0.20’ 183 -169 -652 

Waterfowl 
Ma1 Lard 
Canada goose 

1,084 0.55 596 466 0.70 326 -618 -278 
1,094 0.55 696 466 0.82 382 -646 -244 

Upland game 
Ring-necked pheasant 1,704 0.33 589 915 0.36 329 -866: -260 
Sharp-tsi led grouse2 4,397 0.50 689 767 0.20 157 -594 -532 

Nongame species 
Bleck-capped chickadee 196 0.98 472 448 0.W 404 -78.. -68 
Yellow warhlar 24 0.79 19 34 0.76 27 -- +4 IJi +8 

4 During mitigation plsnning, the interagency work group agreed that 0.20 was a more accurete eatimeta of post-construction hebitat 
conditions than the HSI estimated during the impact aaaeaament. 

2 Added as en evaluation and tergat species after the initial impact aaaaaamant [Martin and Ablin-Stone 4986) was completed. 
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RESPCNSiBiLilY OF HYOROPOtiER -!?I MITiGf.TE WILDLIFE LOSSES 

The Pacific Northwest Electric Power Planning and Conservatlon 'Act of 
1980 states, ll... the Admfnlstrdto~ sh&lI,,~use the Bonneville Power 
Admlnlstratfon fund and the authorities availabi'e to the Administrator 
to enhance' fish and wildilfe to the extent affected by the development 
and operation of any hydroelectric project of the Columbia River and its 
tributaries... If rPubllc Law 96-501, section 4( h)(lOAi]. This section, 
fn effect, requites answers to two questions: 

1) Which water projects ln the Columbia Basin were developed or are 
operated, in wtiole ?r In part, as a result of the need for 
hydroeiectrlc power production? 

21 For those water projects developed or operated for hydroelectric 
power production, what' Is the extent of the 'impacts, to wildlife, 
that are specif!caiiy a result of that development or operation? 

Because the Anderson Ranch and Black Canyon Facll f-ties and the entire 
Bolse Project are muitfpurpose projects,:' these questions have been 
examined. 

Backqround 

Boise Project. The Boise Project (Fig. 3) is a muitCpurpose water 
resource development operated as a system for lrrlgatlon, power, flood 
control, recreation; and fish and wildlife, Since its first 
authorizatfon In 1905, the Boise Pboject has exp,anded:'fn an or-deriy 
program of development that has included construction of five major 
reservoirs (Arrowrock, Lake Lowei I, Deadwood, Cascade, and Anderson 
Ranch), two principal diversfon dams (Boise OIversion,,Dam and B!ack. 
Canyon Dam), three,power plants (Boise Diversion, Black Canyon, and: 
Anderson Ranch), three sizable pumpfng plants, and related facfiities 
(USBR 1981:46-47). 

Presently, the Boise Project furnishes irrlgatton water to about 225,000 
acres of proJect lands, and provides supplemental water for an' 
additional 165,000 acres. The three USBR power plants have a combined 
capacity of 49,,500 kllowatts [Anderson Ranch: 40,000; Black Canyon: 
8,000; Boise Diversion: 1,500 (presently not operating, but could be 
restarted under short notice)] (USBR 1981:43-46). The power plants are 
operated as a system to maximize the Boise Projectrs power revenues 
(USBR 1953:6). The Black Canyon Power Plant (and until 1982, the Boise 
Diversion Power Pi ant) provides ipower for pumplng to Payette D!vislon 
lands and fhe Emmett Irrlgatfon'Dlstrict. Anderson Ranch power serves 
pumping loads in the Minidoka and Owyhee Projects. Surplus. power from 
ail plants is turned over to the BPA for marketing (USBR 1?81:48). 

For administrative and operatlng purposes, Boise Project lands are 
divided into the Arrowrock and Payette Dlvislons. Some of;the features 
serve only one dlvfslon; other features.serve both divisions as well as 
other nearby projects (USBR ~1981:43). ,. 
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rrowrock Reservoir 

I.“” I “. . . VW.._. 

Fig. 3. Boise Project, Idaho : 



Arrowrock Division. Water *ftir'thi,Arrowrock Divlslon is stored in 
Anderson Ranch Reservoir (493,200 acre-feet), Arrowrock Reservoir 
(286,fNO acre-feet), and Tn Lake Loweli. (19Q.,OOO acre-feet). Lucky Peak 
Dam, built by the Corps of Engineers,;,ha s an active capacity of 278,200 
acre-feet. By agreement among"#&"C@$'~ 'of Engineers, Boise ProJect 
Board of Control, and USBR, -H&Anderson Ranch, Arrowrock, and Lucky 
Peak Reservoirs on the BoOse Rtver are operated jointly for the henef:i 
of Irrlgat!on, poweie, and flood c8ntrol (USBR 1981:43). Until 1982, 
power was produced at the Bdlse Dtversion Power Plant, which ?s located 
near the bottom of the Boise River storage system. It produced power 
from 1912 untll 4982, whew it was shut down for economic reasxs. Et 
cotild be restarted under short notlce ipers. commun,, USBR). Prusentiy, 
the Anderson Ranch Power Pfant provfdes the only federal power 
production 0~ the Boise River.\ Ariderson f?aMh Dtim and Reservoir are 
Ideally located for power prodirctfon bec.ause wfnter releases for power : 
can be recaptured In Arrowrock R&ervoir. thus assuring the Droductton 
of a block bf firm power wlthcrut the 10s; of water 
1953:3-4). 

for It-r g&ion (USBR 

Payette Division. Water storage fact l l-i-ies for i-h is divIs 
Deadwood Reservo!r (162,000 acre-feet) and Cascade Reservo 
a&e-feet). ‘The Black Canyorl Dam and Power Plant facility 

on include a 
r (703:200 
serves to 

divert water to the Payette Uiv!sion lands and to produce power. 

The Black Canyon Facil II-y and upstream storage reservoirs provide a 
system that allows the USBR to optlmlze lrrtgation releases and power 
production. The Deadwood Facility w3s authorized for the purpose of 
storing water for power production a t Black Canyon Power Plant, with the 
entfre cost of the Deadwood Facllii-y to be repald from power revenues 
(USBR 1949:57-59). The Cascade Dam and Reservoir facility was 
authorized for storage of water for Irrigation and power production in 
the Payette Division (USBR 1949:59-61). The United States' purpose for 
constructing Cascade Dam and Reservoir was to provTde water for the 
anticipated 21,000 acre pumping, d/vision of the Payet% Division, 
supplement the supply of the gravity'division, and furnish water for 
power (USBR 1938, 1940, 1941). 

Review of the history of the Paye-tte Divfsfon makes several points 
clear: 

1) Constructton of storage reservoirs upstream.from the Black Canyon 
Dam and Power Plant site was planned'as early as 1905'; expectation 
of development of upstream storage reservoirs was used fo Justffy 
authorization of the Boise ProJect (USBR 1949:53-56). 

2) irrigation of an anticipated 21,000 acres in the Payette Division 
required a firm and cheap power supply for pumplng, and the Glack 
Canyon Dlversfon Dam could not.provide the water necessary for power 
(USBR 1949:59-61). 3 

3) Congresslonal authorizations of the Deadwood and Cascade federal 
facilities (USBR 1949:57-61) were based on the need for storage of 
water for power production and pump irrlgatlon (which is not 

17 



possible without power for pumping). Without Cascade and Deadwood 
storage, federal power production at BI ack Canyon would be severe1 y 
I fmfted. 

Financial Feasibflfty (Conqressional Repayment Allocatfon) 

For a federal water project to be financially feasible, federal law 
requires that the monetary allocations to reimbursable proJect purpo,ses 
(e,g. power, irrigation) plus the al locations to nonreimbursable’ project 
purposes (e.g. flood control) must equal the total estimated 

. con&ruction~ Thus, f inancfal fea 
fnd icated by the prospect of fu I I 
from water users and power users. 

sib11 ity of water projects 
recovery of al I reimbursabl 

cost of 
IS 
e costs 

Reimbursable costs of the faciliti es that comprise the Boise Project 
have been comb ined, and are being repa fd from comb I ned power and 
frrlgation revenues. Hence, Pi- is not readily possible to determine the 
percent that power and irrigation contribute to the repayment of any 
specific facfl 1-t-y of the Boise Project (p.ers. commun., USBR). 

Total costs for the Boise Project are $105,194,306 (USBR 19,86a). The 
cost allocations are $73,743,259 to irrigation, $11,635,268 to power, 
$19,804,955 to flood control ) and $10,824 to cultural resources. 
Because proJect costs chargeable to irrigation are limIted by Public Law 
87-728, and excess charges reallocated to hydropower, power subsidizes 
$35,054,650 of the costs al located to irrigation. As a result,, 
hydropower is responsible for repaying $46,689,918,.whTch is 4+$ of the 
total cost of the Boise ProJect and 55% of the re.imbursable costs of the 
Pro Ject. Thus, it is felt that hydropower beneflclarles should take 
ful I (lo@) responsibll ity for wild,1 Ife losses, because hydropower 
repayment has made the Boise Project, and hence the Anderson Ranch and 
Black Canyon Facflitles, financially feasible. 

Operations 

Revenues from the Anderson Ranch and Black Canyon power piants,(and 
until 1982, the Boise Dfversfon power plant) are optfmlzed by 
system-wide operation, and depend on other storage reservoirs to ach ieve 
maximum power production. The Anderson Ranch power plant contribution 
to power revenues, fn part, is due to the existence of downstream 
storage reservoirs, which al low for optimum pow,er rel,eases dur!ng winter 
without the loss of irrigation water (USBR 1953:3-4). Based. on an 
anal ysls of Anderson Ranch discharges by month, about 87% of annual 
Anderson Ranch discharges pass through the turbines and are used,:for 
power. Black Canyon power plant’s contribution to power revenues Is 
based largely on the existence of upstream storage reservoirs (Deadwood 
and Cascade), which were both authorized with expectations of 
contributing to federal power production at Black Canyon (USBR 
1949:57-61). Based on Black Canyon discharges by month, about, 47% ,of 
annual Black Canyon discharges pass through the turbines and are used 
for power. 
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Habitat __Ic ~. 
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/* 
Prom a habitat standpoint, the minimum acreage inundated at Anderson 
Ranch by water that is specfficell~y for power could be considered as the 
minimum power pool (70,000 acre-,feitI'**pius the active storage,space' 
allocated to power (5,000 acre-feet), Taking into account the physical 
ckaradterlstics of Anderson Ranch Reservoir, 75,000 acre-feet woul,d 
cover i,i60 acres. This ls24j of the total: 1,740 surface, acres of. 
Anderson Ranch Reservoir. Black Canyon-RaservoTr is essentially, 
maintained at maximum levels year-round to provide maximum power, 
production year-round, and to provide irrigation diversion from-April to 
the middle of 'October. , 

' 0 
Power and IrrlgatDon Ties 

The Snake River Country pamphlet published:by the Pacific N0rthwes.t 
R~ve~lns Commission and !Vashington. Sea Grant Program sta,ted: 
Rlrrlgated agriculture would not be the cornerstone of the Basin's,, 
economy without the early~development of electrlcity.~ In fact, ,energy 
development and agriculture grew up together in the Snake River Basin. 
In the early.l900fs, it became evident that pumps were need&to lift 
water to iirigate much of the basin's lands,'@ 1 

Some of the power produced at the Anderson Ranch and Black Canyon. 
Facllitles is used, to run electric irrigation pumps. on the' Boise, 
Owyhae, and Minidoka Projects., .The conversion of 'I,arge acreages Prom 
native vegetation to agriculture was directly' the, resul,t.of the ,, 
availability of Boise ProJect power. 

' The conversion of native range to agriculture affects many'wildlife 
species. While a few agricultural dependent sp‘ecies such as pheasants 
may lnltlally respond positively to this conversion, valuable habHat 
for native wildlife species such as sage grousefp sharp-tailed grouse, 
pronghorn, and mule deer is lost, Native range supports a diverse, plant 
community and wealth of wildlife species. band converted to agrlcuiture 
is' normaI.ly cultivated toward monocuIture,w.ith little plant diversity, 
which in turn supports, Iittl'e wildlife diversity., 

The impacts of land conversion from native vegetatlon to agrtculture 
were not examined in the Anderson Ranch and Black Canyon wfldllfe impact 
assekments (Martin 'and Ablln-Stone 19861, although many Impacts 
resulted directly from the development and ,operatlon of the Boise 
Project. When the Interagency work group agreed to. IT.mit the wildlife 
impact assessment study area to the reservoir area, and not:quantify the 
impqcts of conversion of native.habitat to irrigated agriculture, they 
expected all ClOO%> of t'he reservoir impacts. to,be mltlgated under,the 
Columbia Basln Fish and Wildlife Program. The,wfIdl ife impact 
assessment team was lenlent in their final assessment of ,wfldllfe losses 
attributable to the Anderson Ranch,and Black Canyon Facilities by only 
examining the Inundated areas. As the USFWS points out in their, formal 
comments regarding this Plan (Appendix 81, if the hydroelectric projects 
were being planned today, under the authority of the Fish and Wfldlife 
Coordlnatlon Act, the investfgatlon of impacts would assess impacts 
associated with the entlre project area, lncludlng lrrlgatlon lands, 
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which also constitute the proJect. Had the tie between irrigat!on and 
hydropower been examined in more detail, many more, losses to wfldlife 
and their habitats would have been attributed to the development and 
operation of these facilities. 

Allocation of Construction Costs 

The.allocation of joint facilities construction costs,to various project 
.functions was examined as a possible procedure to% determine: hydropower 
responsibility. We concluded. that this Is not a suitab,le .procedure for 
determining hydropower responsibil ity at.the Bolse.Project. Unl Ike 
repayment, cost allocations do ,not directly prove a water project’s 
ftnanclal feaslbll ity. Also, allocat\ons to proJect functions can vary 
considerably based on the particular method used. 

The USBR (,l%l) stated that prior to the adoptDon of more recent methods 
of cost allocation, llseveral other procedures, had been employ,ed by the 
various agencies engaged in the water resource development progrbms. It 
was found through experience that these procedures were unsuitable for 
one reason or another and consequently they were abandoned.” 

The. USBR ( 1 %i 1 goes on to state, ‘IThe methods of cost allocat,ion 
initial ly employed by the Bureau of Reel amation were based upon. physical 
criteria such as ruse of space’ or ‘water released.’ However, it was 
found that such methods of allocation did not properly measure the 
extent of use by the various functions Involved . . . The physical 
abproach to cost allocation was also unsatisfactory in that It dI:d, not 
provide a common denominator for all functions Involved. , 

“The alternative Justifiable expenditure method limits the allocat 
any function to the justifiable expenditure which is the lesser of 
benefits or the cost of securing the same beneflt through the most 

I on to 
the 

I lkely alternative means . . . While thls method of cost allocation met 
with the objections inherent in those procedures based solely on benefit 
or physical criteria, it involved other aspects which were 
ob jectlonable. 

“This procedure depends on the arb I trary segregation bf f ac 1 I it ies into 
joint (those which serve more than one function) and into specific 
(those which serve only a slngle function). In this procedure, the 
entlre cost of the dam and reservoir 1s considered as a joint facility 
even though there may be dead storage which provided on I y power head, or 
exclusive storage space which serves only a single function such as 
flood control or irrigation. Also, In the appl fcatlon, It is assumed 
that imbedded penstocks ln the dam or a powerhouse constructed in the 
dam are speclflc power facilities even though the ellmlnation of such 
facilities would not result in a saving equal to the cost of the 
facilities removed. For example, if such facilities were removed, the 
voids left would have to be f’fl l&d. 

“Thus, the joint costs used under the alternatlve just 
expend i-lure method may lncl ude, for example, that part 
capacity used exclusively for a single function. Also I 
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of the specfflc facilities’may~ be le& thanthe cost normaliy regarded 
as the cost of speciflc~facil ittes” (USBR 1961). 

1’1 

Summary ,: :9. 

The agencies and tribes (BLM, USFWS, USPS, ;DFG, Shoshnne-Bannock 
Tribes) involved in the work group, 
hydropower benef Oc I ar ies sh&~ I d t&ke 

except for the USBR, feel that 
f u I I ( 100%) r’espons~i b I I I ty for 

mit~gatfon of wildlife losses due to development and operation of’the 
Anderson Ranch and Black Canyon’ Pacl! it%es. The Boise Project, and 
hence the ‘Anderson’ Ranch and Black Canyon Facf I Pties, wou I d not, be 
f inancfal ly feas~bie’w’ithout hydropower repayment, which is responslb!e 
for 44% of total ProJecf costs and 55% of’ ‘re imbursab I e Project costs. 
Hydropower development and operation at’ the Anderson’ Ran&h and 81 ack 
Canyon Faclllties are closely tied to the development and operatfon of 
the ent 1 re,‘Go 1 se Project ~sy&em, About ‘87% o$ annual Anderson Ranch 
discharges pass through ‘the turb Tries, and about 47%’ of Black Canyon 
d I scharges pass through the turb i ne& Quan’t i‘f I ed w 1 I d I’ 1 f e I asses, 
occurred w,lth the inundatlonti of Anderson Ranch Reservoir 37 years ago, 
and Black Canyon Reservoir 63’ years agd. Other Impacts to, wlldi Ife, 
lncl udlng irrigation development, also occurred but were not 
quantff led. Ratepayers, have benefited from power production during this 
time span, while wildlife losses have ~one~unmitlgated, !t seems 
reasonable that hydropower’b,eneficiaries should take ful 1~ rasponsfbll ity 
for mitigation of wild!lfe losses due to the Anderson Ranch and Biack 
Canyon Fat I I it ies f impacts~.. Further anal ys is of w I I’d I I f e f mpacts 
additional Boise Project faci I itfes and system-wide impacts may be 

from 

required in the future. 

’ 
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METHODS 

SELECTI ON OF TAR&T +#EC I ES 

For each hydropower facility, the interagency work group chose target 
species to represent wild1 ife and habitats affected by the hydropower 
facility and/or potentially affected b’y mitfgation proJects. The 
species were chosen because they are of high priority acc’ording to state 
or federal programs, and/or because they are indicator specfes used to 
best ‘describe habitat conditions for groups of spscles with similar 
hab i tat needs. 

Anderson Ranch Target Species 

r 

i 

The mallard and mink were chosen primarily to represent dabbling ducks 
and aquatic furbearers, respectively, and to represent a set of 
ecological components present In aquatic/rlparfan habitats. The yel low 
warbler was chosen primarily to represent scrub-shrub wetlands. The 
black-capped chickadee and ruffed grouse were chosen primarily to 
represent a set of ecological components present in forested wetlands. 
The mule deer was chosen to represent big game over a diversity of cover 
types. The blue grouse was’chosen as a game blrd species to represent 
the ecological characteristics of uplands ln the Anderson Ranch area. 
The sharp-tailed grouse and peregrine falcon were chosen because they 
are of high priorfty according to state and federal programs. 

Black Canyon Target Species 

The mallard and mink were chosen primarily to represent dabbling ducks 
and aquatlc furbearers, respectively, and to represent a.set of 
ecological components present in aquatic/rlparian habitats. The yel low 
warbler was chosen’ prlmarlly to represent scrub-shrub wetlands. The 
b I ack-capped chickadee was chosen to represent forested wetI ands. The 
mule deer was chosen to represent big game over a dlversity of cover 
types. The sharp-tai I ed grouse, Canada goose, and ring-necked’ Dheasant, 
were chosen because they are of high prforIty according to state and/or 
federal programs. 

. 
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MITIGATION GOALS 

For each hydropower facility, the !nteragency work group agreed that a 
reasonable mitlgation goal fd~.'uitI:dI't~~~:~tmp~cts from the facility would 
be to protect and/or enhance enough wildl\fe, habitat to replace the 
value of .,habftat inundated b,y each reservoir,, The interagency group 
further agreed to use the target species~,HabItat,,Unlts lost (Martin and 
Ablln-Stone 1986) as a guidellne.,during t& mitfgation planning process, 
while considering existfng management plans' and-the needs of wildlife in 
the areas, These decisions were based on the followfngr 

1) Wildlife'need habitat to exist, 

2) Wildlife provide many social, economic, and aesthetic benefits 
to people through a dfversity of consumptive and nonconsumptfve 
uses. 

3) Habitat inundation attrlbutabl'e to hydrog!ectric 'development 
and operation at the facili?tes reduced, and contlntieS',to 
reduce, the wfldiif,e thet,cqu,ld be supported by habttat 'i'n the 
reservoir areas had ,the,f,aciI itIes ,not been bui it; 

4) The United States government, by passfng the Northwest Power 
Act In 1980, acknowledged,thdt,benefits of power produ~dtfon 
from hydroelectric proJec,ts ,w,ere occurring at the,,exvense of 
wildlife, and the benefits, wi,ldllfe.can brovide~have been, and 
continue to be, reduced. Acknowl'edging that tradeoffs have 
occurred between benefits of wlldlife and benefits of 
hydropower, the Northwest Power Act directed'the BPA fl 
adminfstrator to use the,BPA, f,und and available authorit[es 
I? . ..to protect, mitigate,' and enhance..,wildlife.to the extent 
affected by the developmentcand operation of any hydroel.ectrlc 
proJect of the Col'umbia River and its tr!butarles...ll'(PL 
96-591). 

In early times, the wildlife resourdo seemed unlimited and negative 
impacts went unnoticed. However,, needs of wildlife have become, more and 
more apparent through time, wfth‘manfs cont?nued encroachment on. 
decl fning amounts of wildlife habitat. As a result, the need5 that 
wildlife have for habitat, and the needs that people have for wildlife, 
seem to far outweigh the wildlife losses, attributable tc the Anderson 
Ranch and Black Canyon Facil t-ties. However, the authorization to 
protect, mitigate, and enhance wlldlife under this program appears to be 
limited to the amount wildlife was affected by hydroelectric development 
and operation at the projects. Accordingly, the work group agreed to 
use the target species Habitat Units lost as a guideline during the 
mltigatlon planning process, while keeping in mind the needs of wildlife 
and the demand for wildlife resources In the areas. Because the habitat 
degradation at the Anderson Ranch borrow site was not fdentifled during 
the wildlife Impact assessment, it was further agreed that the site 
should be rehabilitated. Also, because peregrine falcons were adversely 
affected by constructfon of the Anderson Ranch Facility, and it takes 
more than just improved habitat to recover this species in the northern 
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Rocky Mountain states, it was agreed that a reasonable level of 
enhancement would be establishing and maintaining 1 refntroductlon site 
and releasing 3 to 5 birds per year for at least 10 years. 
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ASSESSMENT OF BENEF.ITS, OF MITIGATION PROJECTS . 

Habitat Evaluation Procedure, ,, 

A modification of the Habitat Evaluation Procedure (HEPI developed by 
the USFWS (1980) was used to estPmate the benefits of mitigation 
projects in terms of Habitat Units (HU's). For a given species, one HU 
is equivalent to one acre of prime habitat, For each target species 
beneflted by a proJest, the interagency team of biologists estimated the 
effect the proJect would have on the species Habitat Sultabllity Index 
(HSI). An HSI is a number between 0 and ?.Oo and 1s a measure of an 
areaps ability to provide the habitat requirements of a species. For a 
given species, prime habitat has an HSI of 1.0. Species models, 
comprised of measurable habitat varfables, were used for guidance durfng 
HSI estimation, As much as possible@ techniques to estimate HSl's and 
HUVs were performed consistent with techniques used during the Wildlife 
Impact Assessments (Martin and Ablln-Stone 1986). 

Mitigation Credlt 

Estimated benefits of protection actlons and enhancement actions were 
credited differently for mitigation. Credit for protection of private 
land was the total estimated HlJls that would be provided by the parcel 
after management rights are acquired through acquisition of fee-title or 
easement (willing sellers only), 
management actions. 

and after the area is enhanced through 
Credit for enhancement proJects on lands 

admlnistered by federal or state land management agencies was the 
estfmate of HU's that would be fncreased on the project area as a result 
of the management action. 

These methods and the accounting methods fn the wildlife impact 
assessment were used in an effort to make mitigation accounting easier 
to understand than if the more appropriate technique of annuallzlng 
(USFWS 1980a) had been used. These simplified methods have resulted in 
liberal estimates of mitigation project benefits and conservative 
estimates of losses attributable to hydropower. 

Losses attributable to the Anderson Ranch and Black Canyon Facilities 
were estimated as if they had occurred at one point in time, although 
losses of available wildlife habitats have been occurring for about 37 
years and 6.3 years, respectively. Likew,ise, mitigation credits for 
protection/enhancement projects have been estimated as if they will 

lwever, benefits may not 
and wildlife increase 

occur as soon as projects are implemented. Ho 
occur.for several years until habitats improve 
their use of the enhanced areas. 

If the projects in this plan are completed by 
to produce the beneflts estimated, by the year 

1990 and take only 4 years 

years of benefits to mitigate 50 yearc 
2000 there will be only 6 

3 cf wildlife productlon losses at 
Anderson Ranch and 76 years of productlon losses at Black Canyon. We 
make this point to acknowledge the results of using simplified methods 
for mitigation account[ng. The decision to use the simpler methods was 
based, in part, on good faith that annual operation and maintenance 
efforts would be funded for the life of the Anderson Ranch and Black 
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Canyon Faci I lties. As long as the dams are in place, fnundation of 
wild1 ife habitat wil I continue, and hands-on management at.?nhanc+ment 
proJects will be necessary if the qontlnui~g hydropower impacts’~~re to 
be mitigated to the extent wild1 Ife’!S lSFSitI(j affected. ; 
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ASSESSMENT OF COST$ OF MITIGATION PROJECTS 
a. .l 

Des I gn Advance 
_, )) 

1 . . . - ; : -: 
This includes the estimated costs of preparfng.‘management ‘plans fdr 
enhancement work, conducting surveys, sol Icitlng blds and quotes@ 
negotiating management agreements, and assoc i ated I abor and travel o For 
protect ion act ions , willing sellers will be identified during advance 
des lgn work. All options of acquisition of fee-titles versus 
conservation easements will be examined. Costs are based on estimates 
provided by biologists and/or engineers. 

Implementation 

This includes estimated costs of protection and costs of enhancement 
measures necessary to initlaliy develop mitigation proJest areas. 
Protection costs include the easement or purchase price of land (based 
on appraised value of similar parcels), appraisals, and legal work and 
negotiations necessary for acqufsition of easements or fee-titles from 
wf Ii Ing sellers. 

The costs of acquiring conservation easements from wil I ing sel lers of 
private parcels is expected to be similar to actual fee-title 
acquisition of the same parcels. Current Idaho I aw regard i ng 
conservation easements requires that in most cases, in order to purchase 
a conservation easement, the purchasing agency must own land appurtenant 
to the parcel to be purchased. There are plans to submit a conservatfon 
easement b I I I to the Idaho Leg is1 aturs in the future. A purpose of the 
bill would be to provide more flexibility In acquirfng conservation 
easements. 

Enhancement costs include actions to 
such as building dikes and islands, p 
Implementation costs are based on es-t 
and/or eng I neers. 

Operation- and Ma I ntenance ( O&M) 

nit lal ly improve wil.dl ife habitat, 
ant ing vegetation, and fencing, 
mates provided by biologists 

These are recurring annual costs necessary to achieve and sustaln a 
project’s estimated benefits to wildlife. Operation and maintenance 
includes work such as fence maintenance, weed control, water level 
control , nesting and perching structure maintenance, grazing management 
to maintain desired habitat conditions through management of livestock 
and operators, Island rehabllltatfon, and asooclated labor and travel. 
Costs are based on estimates provlded by biologists. 

Monitoring 

This includes the cost of collecting baseline biological data as well as 
periodic monitoring of all, mitigation lands. Base1 ine data and 
monitoring are necessary to assess the effectiveness of proposed, 
protection/enhancement measures. Using adaptive management, mitigation 
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techniques will be changed If monftorlng Indicates that the desired 
mitfgatton results are not being obtained. Costs are based on estimates 
by b loioglsts. 
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RESuLT’Si AND I3 I SCUSS I ON 

. : ~ 

TARGET: SP,EQ ES 

Mal lard 

BiologIcal needs. The mallard is a dabbling duck that depends on 
wetlands for successful nesting and brood production. Their dfet 
consists primarily of aquatic plants; the presence of shallow-water 
feeding areas is crltical (Johnsgard 1975). Nests are generally located 
on the ground in dense herbaceous vegetation, usually within 400 meters 
of water (Bellrose 1976). An Important habitat-related factor that 
affects mallard populations is predator-caused nest failure (Bellrose 
19761, In'summary, mallard production 1s best On areas that have dense 
herbaceous vegetation ciose to water, and that are relatfvely safe from 
predators. 

Manaqement goals. IDFG management goals for mallards in particular and 
waterfowl In general include: 1) Increase Idaho’s resident duck 
populations, 21 protect and Improve wetlands, 3) Increase Idaho’s duck 
production by improving nesting habitat statewfde, and 4) make a 
concerted effort to acquire food for ducks for use in summer, fall, and 
winter (Will et al. 19861, 

USFWS goals for the Snake River area of southwestern Idaho include 
maintaining wintering waterfowl habitats to support a mid-wlnter 
population of 500,000 mallards. Strategies for this goal Include 
maintaining current amounts and quality of seasonal and permanent 
wetlands, and selectively acquiring critically needed habitat. The 
USFWS identifies cont[nued loss of wetlands and riparian habitat as a 
current problem (USFWS 1980b). Presently, mallard populations in 
southwestern Idaho are far below the USFWS goal. The 1986 mid-w inter 
mal lard count in al I of southern Idaho was only 93,495. 

Canada Goose 

Blologlcal Needs. Geese tend to nest very close to water on sites with 
good visibi 11-l-y. They prefer to nest on,smaII islands,. but they also 
nest on narrow pen 1 nsu I as and al ong the water’s edge. They readily use 
artificial nest structures, but these structures require annual 
maintenance, The primary causes of nest failure are desertion, 
predation, and floodlng. Brood habitat Includes open water, gentle bank 
slopes, and short succulent grasses and forbs for food. If adequate 
brood 1 ng hab i tat is c I ose to nests, the birds will stay in the vicinity 
of the nest site throughout spring, summer, and fall. If brooding 
habitat is not available, adults will take the young elsewhere, 
sometimes several miles from the nest site. Such movements may result 
in increased mortality of the young (Will et et. 1986). 

Manaqement goals. IDFG management goals for Canada geese fnclude: 1) 
increase I ocal goose. popu I at ions, 2) protect and improve hab i-tat for 
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resident ‘Canada geese, and 3) devel op and/or enhance goose nest 1 ng and 
brood-rearing habitat (Wil’l et al. 1986);, The 1987 breedlng pair goose 
counts in southwestern Idaho were below the minimum objectives for the ,: 
area. 

Presentfy, there are no published Pacific Flyway Council goals specific 
to the sout’hwestern Idaho area.’ There is a d’raft management p I an in 
progress at this time. USFWS goals for the Snake Rlver’aree of 
southwestern Idaho include: 1) maintain winterlng waterfowl habitats to 
support a mid-winter popuiatlon of 35,000 western Canada geeSe (Brdnta -- 
canadensis moff Itti), and 2) malntain 1,500 nesting pairs of ,western 
Canadageese (USFWS 1980b:MB 35-36). Strategles include 
preservfng/enhancing nesting sites and preserving and enhancing brooding 
habitat. The USFWS has Identified decreased production of Canada geese 
along the Snake ROver as a current problem because of loss and 
degradation of nesting and brooding habitats, with constructi~ 0 n of dams 
being the cause of such habitat loss (USFWS 1980b). The 1986 m I d-w i n ter 
Canada goose count for all of southern Idaho was only 11,521. The 1987 
Canada goose breeding pair count in southwestern Idaho was on I y 866. 

Mink 

Biological needs. Mink are predaceous mammals that use aquatic habitats 
and riparian and ‘upland habitats within 100 to 200 meters of the water’s 
edge (belquist et al. 1981). Hab itats, associated w I th smal I streams are 
preferred to those with large, broad rivers. Also, wet1 ands with 
ir?egular and dlverse shorelines provide more suitable habitat than 
those with straight open and exposed shorelines (Allen 1984). Mink feed 
on a varfety of prey including fish, small mammals, and waterfowl. The 
presence of muskrats can be very important to mink populations. 

Management goals. IDFG-management goals for aquatic furbearers in 
Gral and mink in particular Include: 1) cooperati’ng with l&d 
managers to implement habitat management programs, and 2) maintaining an 
annual harvest of mink. 

Yel low Warbler (Indicator Species for Scrub-shrub Wetlands) - 

Biologic,aI needs. The yel low w&b1 er breeds throughout most of. the 
Un f ted States and Is a common breeder in scrub-shrub hab i tat. in Idaho. 
Preferred nesting habltats for this insectivorous warbler are generally 
wet areas w 6th abundant shrubs or smal I trees (Schroeder 1982). Areas 
of extensive forest with closed’canopies are general,ly avoided (Hebard 
19611, while areas of low decl.duous growth are preferred (Morse 1973). 
A breeding bfrd census across the United States (VanVelzen 1981) was 
summarized to determine nesting habitat needs of the yellow warbler 
( Schroeder 19821. Approximately 675 of all censused areas dominated by 
shrubs were used, while 100% of al I shrub wetlands received use. 
Wetland shrub habitats also had’the highest average breeding densitles 
of yellow warblers. In Idaho, yellow warblers also occupy areas 
dominated by deciduous shrubs or narrow stream-s fde thickets (Larrison 
et al. 1967). 
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Management qoa I s . The yellow warbl.er 1s closely associated with 
riparian ,hab itat.. Therefore, .most management goals that p,ertain to 
riparian areas In Idaho affect yel low~iarblers, _I The IDFG”wil I place 
special emphasis on the prdj~~~a~f~~-ldna-~protection of rtparlan’ 
hab 1 tats o This will includes (1) fsnclhg to exclude i ivestock, (21 
support of I eg IsP at fen to compensate pr iv,ate I andowners, who preserve 
rlparian .habitats, 2nd. (3) purchas.ing or acquiring easement to key 
riparian habitats. The Department w,f I I promote, any reassnab I e efforts 
to re,hab 1 I i-i-ate damaged rfparlan h2b,ttats,; l tV wi I I further identify 
ripari.an. zones used by any,,nongame sp;ecies classified 2s Threatened or 
Endangered, a Sens it,l ve Spec ies, or a Species of Special Concern and 
make every reasonable effort to preserve,ahd enhance 2re2s, whether 
through purchase, rehab i I it2ti,on, fencing, or other means (horache et 
al. 19851. 

I3 I ack-capped Ch ickadee. ( I nd:f,cdtor Speck es for Forested Wet I ands) 

Biological. need.s. Black-tipped chickadees generally prefer deciduous or 
r i par ian wood I ands (Larr ison 2nd Sonnenberg 1968, Sturman 1968). 
Cadwal I ader (1980) found that b I ack-capped ch ickadees were associated 
with riparian zones on the South Fork of the Boise River in southern 
Idaho. Ch ickadees are I) insect g I caners” and serve 2s important insect 
predstors in forested areas (Sturman 1,968). 

81 ack-capped ch ickadees are cavi.ty ‘nesters ( Stauf fer 2nd Best 1980). 
NesVng, habitat is often I i.mitad.,by t&-. number of avai’I,abIe snags : 
CSchroeder 19831. Preferred, nesting .tree ,specl’es incl,ude w i,I 1ow.s 4SaI ix 
spp o 1 and cottonwoods 2nd pop I ars’, ( Popu,juA spp. I. 

,- 

,I 

Manaoement goals. Similar to the yellow warbler, the future 
distribution of the black-capped chickadee is closel’y’tied to riparian 
are2 management goals In Idaho.. IDFG riparian goaI,s ,for nongame specfes 
are I isfed under “Management goal sw ‘for the yel low warbler. 

Ruf f ed Gr.ouse 

Blot og lcal needs. Ruffed grouse inhabit early successional deciduous 
commun It les and prefer s i-i-es dom’i nated by quak I ng ‘aspen’ (poDu I us 
tremuloides) (Berner and Gysel 1969). 

--- 
,Gul! ian (1970) considered the 

presence of aspen to be crltical~, lh~,ma,intaining viable ruffed grouse 
populations in Minnesota. In the Paciffc, Northwest,. ruffed grouse are 
typical ly found in lowlands and, river bottoms, ‘in ecotones between 
forests and clearfngs, and in brush,tangles .in burn,ed or ,logged areas 
( Jackman and Scott 1975) . In Idaho, they also use aspen stands 
year-round ( Stauf f er and Peter,eon ,1985). 

The ruffed grouse diet consists primarily of plant matter. Aspen and 
cottonwoods were I isted as the principal f,oods in 17 different studies 
(Korschgen 1.966). Winter foods consist’ I argely of buds and tw igS of 
trees. Aspen was the most important winter food source,ln Minnesota 
(Gul I idn 1’967). 
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Management goals. Idaho Fish and Game goals for forest grouse are to 
protect and enhance habitat whenever'possible, and to increase 
populations and distribution (Rybarczyk et al. 1985). 

._ :: _’ 

Mule Deer 

Blolooical .needs. Mule deer are herbivores that use a variety of 
habltats and usually migrate between seasonal ranges. Winter r'ange is a 
critlcal component of mule deer habitat, and spring and,summer-fall 
ranges are also very important (Trent et al. 1985). 

Mule deer winter habitat in most of southern Idaho is low elevation 
sagebrush-grassland range. Cover, aspect, 2nd elevation are recognized 
as crucfal components of winter range, where availabillty of therma! 
sites 2nd forage is important. Loveless (1967, cited by Mackfe et al. 
1982) reported that snow depths of 20 Inches or more prec,luded the use 
of an area by mule deer. Gilbert et al. (1970) found snow depths In 
excess of 18 inches to preclude deer use o,f an area. Winter diet is 
principally browse (leaves and twigs of shrubs and trees). The 
avat Iabi'lify of adequate browse is often the limiting factor for mule 
deer populations over much of their range (Schneegas ,and Bumstead 1977). 

Early spring Is an important time of year for mule deer, and spring 
range is 2 key component of year-round habitat. Quality and quantity of 
nutritious forage in the spring has 2 major effect on mule deer 
production and survival (Wallmo et al. 19771. Spring diet contains a 
high percentage of grasses (Hill 1956) as well as forbs and browse 
(Kufeld et al. 1973). 

Summer-fall ranges are important because this is where deer produce fat 
reserves that allow survival through winter (Trent et al. 1985). Forbs 
and new shrub growth comprise most of the diet during this period 
(Schneegas 2nd Bumstead 1977). 

Management qoals. IDFG Statewfde habitat-related goals for mule deer 
include the following: 

1) Acquire and/or improve winter range. 

2) Through purchase of fee-titles or easements, work toward 
maintaining access to habltat. 

3) Purchase parcels within or adjacent to the boundaries of 
established wildlife management areas. 

IOFG habitat-related goals for mule deer in the mitigation areas include 
the following: 

1) Attempt to purchase importent winter range, adjacent to the 
Boise Rfver WMA, that Is In private ownershlp and thus subject 
to subdivision. 
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2) Prepare 2nd pursue recommendations to improve sagebrush wi,nter 
ranges dominated by cheatgrass andmedusahead. ’ 

3) Urge BLM to mon ii-or t,he ,cen.d,,t,!ri$n and trend ‘of b I tterbrush on 
key winter ranges and, if necesgary, adJust livestock grazfng 

and/or initiate other rehabilitation proJeePs to 
protect this browse species. 

4) Support and ret 
riparian hab Ota 

B I ue Grouse 
,’ ‘, I: 

B iol oq teal needs. Mart in and Ab I i‘n&$tone ( 1986) and Ryb2rczyk et al . 
(1985) ,summarized the ecology. 2r1$ b lologica.l needs of ‘the b I ue grouse, 
which is,.p,resent throughout most of the forested portions of Idaho ,where 
Douglas fir (Psuedofsuaa menziesii.~ is prese,n$. ! > 

ommend management act’ibns by:‘the BLM to improve 
ts. 

8 *: ’ 
/ 

Blue grouse fol low a seasonal, ’ 
of hab I tat types. 

elevptional migration through’,2 variety 
They w fnter at high eI,evatlons 1 n open ,Doug I’as f it- 

stands 2nd feed on f ir need I es ,and buds. Both .sexes, migrate to lower 
elevations in the spring, where they occupy inixed brush, shrub, and 
deciduous tree ,s.ites.. After breeding, the. females nest i,n brushy cover, 
selecting tall sagebrush if avallable, and, other brushy 2nd ‘herbaceous 
areas where i-al I sagebrush is not ,avaiIabIe. After breeding, males 
return to higher elevations where they summer. 

Fern21 es and broods rema in at I ower el e&t ions throughout the summer and 
early fal I. Brood-rearing hab ttat appears to be ‘that which prov’ides 
ample opportunity for young to’feed on insects and other invertebrates 
(Johnsgard 1983). The most, Important character istics of brooding areas 
are proximity to cover, 
Bergerud 1974). 

and: 2n extens I ve herbaceous I ayer (Dona I dson 
Low elevation at-e& used, for breedfng by blue grouse 

and 

often are used extensively by I ivestock. Grazing that dramatic21 I y 
reduces the extent and heig,ht of, herbaceous vegetation also reduces the 
qual i-l-y of brood-rearing habitat (Zwlckel 1972). ” I 

goals. Management Id2ho,Fishiand Game,goals for forest grouse are to 
protect and enhance hab itat whenever poss lb I e, ‘a’nd i-o’ increase 
populations and dlstrlbut[on (Rybarozyk et al. 1985). ,s 

Sharp-tailed GPouse .1 / 

Biologfcal needs. -.- Col umb I an sh’arp-ta I I ed grouse h‘1 stor ical I y were 
abundant and widespread throughout the Pacific Northwest, incl ud Jng 
Idaho. The range of the species is now se,vorely I lmited because of 
I ivestock overgrazing and agrlcul tural development (Rybarczyk et al. 
1985). Sharptalls are now confined to scattered grassland/brush 
hab i tats in the southeas-ker,! and western ,portfons of Idaho. 

Hab itat for the sharptal I has general I y been described as f I at to 
rolling sagebrush/grassland with inclusions of deciduoui brush and trees 
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(Marshal I and Jensen 1937, Parker 1970). The sagebrush/grass areas 
prcvide for breeding, nesting, and brood-rearing. The deciduous shrub 
component (chokecherry, hawthorn, ser,v,iceberry, etc.) prov ides year-long 
escape cover as wel I as a crltlcal sourc6 of food during the fal I and 
winter. 

Management goal s. The Col umb fan sharp-tai I ed grouse has been designated 
as a wSpec les of Soec i al Concerntf bv the IDFG. and as a “Sens it i ve ’ 
Speciesi’ by both the USFWS and the BLM. BLM policy Is to maintain or 
increase current levels of sensitive animals through early' habitat 
protection or enhancement (BLM Manual 6840). A goal of the IDFG is to 
protect and enhance sharptail habitat, and a strategy of the Department 
is to urge land managers to implement special measures to protect 
critlcal ‘sharp-tail habitats from overuse by I ivestock (Rybarczyk et al. 
1985) e . 

RI ng-necked Pheasant 

Biological needs. R i ng-necked pheasants are c I osel y assoc I ated w f th 
agr icu I tural areas and occur in vary lng abundance on or near ,f arml and 
throughout Idaho (Rybarctyk et al . 1985). Nesting and winter cover are 
probably the two most limiting factors for pheasants in the Northwest 
(Gal breath 1973). Rip&Ian and wetland habitats near agricultural areas 
are of critical importance to pheasants in Idaho, especially in’ 
providing winter cover. Sagebrush hab ltats adjacent to agr tcu I tural 
land also provide Important winter cover (Rybarcryyk et al. 19851,. 

Rybarczyk et al . (1985) summarized the present condition of the pheasant 
population in Idaho: 

“Lack of winter food and cover are the major factors currently limiting 
pheasant populations in Idaho, and this problem w’ill probably become 
more acute ln the future. . . . Most pheasant habitat is on private 
property, and changes in farming practices have ser lous I y affected 
pheasant populations throughout Idaho. Since the 1960’s, Intensive 
farmIng has resulted in larger farms, removal of riparian and wetland 
habitats, fewer hedgerows and fencelines, less ditch bank cover, greater 
pesticide and herbicide use, more spring burning, and a decl fning 
pheasant population. . . . Available habitat will probably continue to 
decl ine in Idaho unless the economic cl lmate dfctates changes In 
agriculture and human population distrtbution.l~ 

Manaqemen t goa I s . A goal of Idaho Fish and Game is to enhance winter 
habitat whenever and wherever possible. A strategy of the IDFG is to 
work more closely with government agencies to promote development and 
management of winter habitat for pheasants (Rybarczyk et al. 1985). 

Pereqrine Falcon 

Bioloqlcal needs. The peregrine falcon is presently I isted as 
endangered in the United States under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 
( as amended) . Severe population declines were identified in the early 
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1960's, ,wlth peregrines.essentlally extirpated from the northern Rocky 
Mountain states by 1975 (Helnrlch et al. 1986). If has'been su&ested 
that the demise of the peregrine could be, traced to a Joss of 'habitat 
(wetlands and associated prey ~,,~~~~~:,~~d!.,the'wide~pread us,? of LXIT and 
its metabolltes, which prevented reproduction from occurring' (USFWS 
l984b1, 

Peregrines in the Rocky Mountains': nest mainI,y on mounta'fn cliffs and 
river gorges. Nest sites are often adjacent to water courses and 
impoundments because of the abundance of tiyian prey that fre,quent such 
areas* 

Peregrines may travel up to 17 ,miles from nestlng‘cllffs to hunting 
areas (Porter and Wh,[te 19731. Habitats such as river bottoms, marshes, 
meadowso and lakes attract numerous small birds and provide preferred 
hunting areas for peregrlnes. 

Manaqement goals. Under the American peregrine falcon.recovery plan 
(USFWS 19841, the statewide recovery objective for Idaho is 17 nesting 
pairs. 
state. 

One nesting pair now exists~ in Idaho, !nthe eastern part of the 
An objective. of a recently submitted, cooperative proposal 

(Helnrich et al. 1.986) 1s to establish and maintain 30 nesting pairs of 
peregrine falcons in the tri-state recovery,!area (includes eastern 
Jdaho.1 by 1990. The obJective for Idaho under this proposal is the 
establishment of 10 nesting pairs in the eastern part of the. state. 
Potentfat release sites in the rest of.,Idaho'ore widely scat,tered 
(Heinrlch et al. 1986). As much as possible, sites will be grouped to 
enhance establishment of local populations of peregrines '(Burnham 
1986). Three peregrine hack s!tes are currently maintained in western 
Idaho (R. Howard, pers. commun.). 

The IDFG will attempt to, re-establish .ext,irpafed. native species to 
pcrtlons of their former range (Morache et al. 1.985). The Department 
will cont.inue to cooperate wl.th USFWS, BLM, USFS,, pr,ivate industry,, and 
the Peregrine Fund In hacking programs to.reintroduc,& breeding, 
peregrines into suitable locations in Idaho.. 

,, 
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ANDERSON RANCH MITIGATION PLAN 

Anderson ‘Ranch Mitigation Goals 

The goal of this mitigation plan is to at least replace the target 
species’ Habitat Units (HU’s) lost due to the development and operation 
of the Anderson Ranch Facll ity, through a combination of 
protection/enhancement projects. As per agreement between the Idaho 
Department of Fish and Game and the Bonneville Power Administration 
(Project No. 86-731, the interagency work group has made a strong effort 
to develop mitigation actions (projectsj that will address the needs of 
wildlife and benefit the greatest number of target species. How‘ever , as 
I arge multi-species projects are developed, 1-t becomes apparent that 
some target species will gain more Hut’s than were originally lost, and 
some target species will gain fewer Huts than were lost. With this 
know I edge, ‘the interagency work group agreed that some tradeoffs between 
extra benefits to some target species and fewer benefits to other target 
species would have to occur within the overall mftigation plan, in order 
to meet contractual agreements, and to provide for the needs of wild1 ife 
in the area. Furthermore, this methodology provides for the most 
cost-effective and reasonable means of mitigation. 

Anderson Ranch Preferred M i t icat ion Projects 

The fol lowing preferred mitlgation projects were deveIoped’,and, 
pr[oritized by the interagency work group. Projects were developed 
using the Anderson Ranch wildlife impact assessment (Martin and 
Abl in-Stone 1986) as a guide1 ine, wh I I e cons ider i ng the needs of 
wlldl ife in the area. 

Section 4(h)(8)(A) of the Northwest Power Act provides the ppportunity 
to use enhancement measures as a means of achieving ,offslte protection 
and mitigation with respect to compensation for losses arising from the 
development and operation of the Columbia River hydroelectric 
faci I ities. This section allows fiexibil 1-l-y in the location of proposed 
mitigation projects. However, all mltigatlon projects developed in this 
p I an are I ocated in the general v ic In i ty of Anderson Ranch Reservo it-, 
with final selection and prioritization based more on target species 
benef its and needs than on d istance from the reservoir. 

It is the interagency work group’s understanding that should future 
circumstances dictate that a preferred mitigation project is not 
feasible, then alternative projects would be added to the preferred plan 
unti 1 the loss of the preferred project ( in terms of. target spec lest 
HU’s) would be compensated for. 
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Hill Citv Marsh ,protectionLenhancement. Protect and enhance 6,100 acres 
of wetlands and uplands in the Camas Creek--area. Protection will be 
through acquisition of fee-titles or easements from willing sellers. 
Currently, these private parcels .are heavl-ly grazed, and the marsh area 
is threatened with being drained. j. ~ 

Constructing low dikes (&bout ? miles of dikes 4;feet high), modifying 
.exDsting roadway fills' and installing water'dontrol'structures wfll 
stab.iiime water levels and provide for permanent‘shallow water and marsh 
on abou<t 40% of the acreage that can be protected, The acquisition of 
water rights,from downstream users may .be necessary to achieve the full 
habitat potentfal of this project. 

Additional enhancement proposals include planting about 400 acres of 
aspens and cottonwoods, planting some'~flIows and serviceberry, 
revegstati'ng. about 600 bgricul,tural acre& into permanent cover, building 
about 15 miles of fence, and planting waterfowl foqd crops,in some' 
upland areas. 

Ann.ual operation and m&tln)enance efforts will include maintaining 
fences, regulating watercontrol structures, maintafning'dikes, 
enhancing riparian vegetation, controlllnd tieeds, managlng grating to 
benefit wildlife, and planting waterfowl food crops. 

Benefits: Acquiring full management rights, and subsequently 
managing, this area for wiidlife~'wlll protect and enhahce th‘is 
unrque marsh/creek/upland complex. " 'In add'I'-tion tb the t&@f-"' 
sbecies listed below, protection and,'lmprovement w'ill ,benefi-t 'a 
broad variety of wetland and upland associated species ino'luding the 
sandhill crane, long-billed curlew, Swainson's hawk, muskrat, Canada 
goose, sage grouse, and numerous other,,shorebirds, waterbirds, 
raptors, and upland sp,ecles. -It is possible the project would 
benefit bald'eagles :and peregrine.falcons in the:future. 

&ectes ' HU's 
', 

Mallard 
Mi‘nk 

,236 ,I, ,~_,~, 

Blue grouse 
Ruffed, grouse 

2oo ‘ * 1 : I 

Yellow warbler 280' " 
Black-capped chickadee 360 
Tota! 5,620'.‘ ',' 

ljosts : 
surveys'; 

Advance design, wi'll ,-includ'e conducting aeri:l contour 
identifying willing sellers, preparing a management .plan, 

negotiating management agreements, 'and soiicitlng bids and quotes. 
Estimated implementation costs include costs for acquiring easements 
or fee-titles from willing sellers, and costs of enhancements 
necessary to initially develop the project area. Annual operation, 
maintenance, and monltorlng will be necessary to achieve and sustain 
the project's estimated benefits. 
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Advance Desfgn 
lmplementatfon 
Total 

220,000 
1,960,OOO 

$2,180,000 

Operation and Maintenance 70,000 
Monltorfng 6,000 
Total Annual Costs for Life of Anderson Ranch Project $76,000 
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Bennett Hills big game winter‘ ranoe enhancement. Enhance about 15,500 
acres of BLM-administered land, on crucfal mul’sdeer winter ranget 
through rehab 0 I ftatfon and grazfng control. The goal of rehab f I ftatfon 

’ is to establfsh and perpetuate shrubs,~~_perennial grasses, and forbs on 
medusahead (El ymus caput-medusaej’ ‘kind/or cheat grass (Bromus tectorum) -- 
dominated areas0 These areas occur on about’ 155, (2,300 acres) of the 
area proposed for enhancement. Perpetuatf,on of rehabilitation efforts 
will require purchase of grazing ‘preferences from ivfllfng sellers over 
the 95,500 acres. About 11 miles of fencing are estimated to be 
needed. Greenstrfpping and some annual bulldozer grading will be 
necessary to reduce the chances of fire ignition fn.the enhancement 
area, To maintain the estfmated beneffts of this project over time, it 
Is estimated that the rehabi I ftation efforts wf f I have to be re-done 
about every 20 years. Cther annual operation and mafntenance needs 
include maintenance of fences, greenstrips, and bulldozer scrapes. 

Benef its: Areas to be rehabilitated presently provide almost no 
wild1 ife habitat values. Establishing shrubs, perennial grasses, 
and forbs wil I benefit a variety of wild1 ffe in addition to 
enhancing crucial mule deer wfnter range. Control of grazing over 
the entire enhancement area will help protect the rehabilitated 
areas, enhance rfparian vegetation, and enhance existing 
sagebrush-grasslands that have been perennially heavily grazed. 

Spec f es 
Mule deer 

HUVS 
2,670 

Yel I OH warb I er 100 
Total 2,770 

costs: Advance design wil I include identifying wfl I fng 
graz f ng preferences , prepar lng a management p I an, negot 
management agreements, and sol icfting bids and quotes. 
lmolementation cost estimates include the costs of fnft 

sel I et-s of 
latfng 

fal ly 
enhancing the crucial winter range, 
the investment (greenstripping, bul 
operation, maintenance, and monitor 
and sustafn the project’s estl’mated 

and costs n 
I dozer grad i 
fng wil I be 
benef its. 

ecessary to protect 
ng) . Annua I 
necessary to ach I eve 

Advance Design 80,000 
Imp1 scentat ion 680,000 
Total $760,6G 

Operation and Ma 1 ntenance 
Monitoring 

40,000 

Total Annual Costs for Life of 
lL!?!&! I 

Anderson Ranch Project $48,000 
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Nelson Ranch area protection/enhancement. Protect, throug,h acqu Is WI on 
offee-titles, grazfng permits, or easements from will fng sel lers, 960 
acres of key Columbian sharp-tailed grouse habitat fn.western Idaho on 
or adjacent to the 4,200 acre, pr Jvat4fy’” owned, Nelson Ranch. The Nelson 
Ranch contafns the largest known population of Columbian sharptails in 
western Idaho. The ranch contains 4 of the 5 known dancing grounds3 In 
western Idaho, The population has fluctuated between 50 - 200 birds 
dur lng the I ast 6 years. The ava I I ab f I f-f-y of good w f nter range, 
consJstfng of mountaln shrub patches and rfparfan zones, is bel leved to 
be a Ifmftfng factor to sharptails. Proposed enhancement measures on 
the protected 960 acres include fencing for grazing control and patch 
planting 2,000 two year old stock of serviceberry, chokecherry, and 
hawthorn in existing poor condition mountain shrub patches ,and rfparfan 
zones. 

Benef Its: Protection and enhancement of this parcel wll I I help 
ensure the continued existence of the Columbian sharp-talled grouse 
in western Idaho. This project wfll also benefit blue grouse. 
How ever, because the project will benefit sharp-tailed grouse more, 
the interagency work group agreed to use sharp-tafled grouse as the 
target species for this project, instead of blue grouse. This 
project wf I I also benef,ft yel low warblers, because ,of: the-existing 
rfparian shrub and mountain shrub component On the area.’ Nontarget 
species benefited by this project include sage grouse, California 
quaff, chukars, and gray (Hungar I an> partr fdge. This area also 
provides important spring/fall deer and elk range. 

Spec 1 es HU’s 
Sharp-tailed grouse 770 
Yel low warbler 10 
Tota I 780 

costs: Advance design includes costs associated with the 
fdentif fcation of wi I I fng sel lers, boundary surveys, preparation of 
management p I ans, sol fcftfng bids and quotes, negotiating management 
agreements and Is expected to cost about $10,000. Imp1 ementatfon 
costs to protect and enhance 960 acres are estimated at about 
$93,000. This Jncludes costs of WquJsJtJon of fee-titles, grazing 
permits, or easements, appraisals, l,egal fees, shrub plantings, and 
fencing. Annual operatfon and malnfenance (replanting, fence 
repair, etc.), and monftorlng will be necessary to sustafn annual 
wl Idl ife benefits. 

Advance Des lgn 
Implementatfon 
Tota I 

10,000 
93,000 

$103,000 

Opera-t ion and Ma 1 ntenancs 3,000 
Monitoring 1,000 
Total Annual Costs for Life of Anderson Ranch Project $4,000 
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Bofse.Rlver rfparian protect-Jon csment, Protect and enhance,,about 
160 acres of prlvatel,y owned I and; &-id enhance 40 acres of county .fand 
adjacent to the Bofse~Rfver: Tha, area Is predom I nant I y forested . . 

Protection will be fhrou~h~~&?fufsftion of easements or, 
we-f-1 and 

habitat. 
fee-tftles from wf I I Ing sel lers. Current1 y, , these areas are ser 1,ous I y 
degraded due to. I f vestock graz i,ng. There i,s no regeneeation of trees 
occurring, and most of the cottonwoods ara old,. with short,remafnfng 
I ife spans. 
River Plan. 

These areas are, cJ ass? f f.ed ,,as Cl ass A Jands under ,the f3olse 
They were identfffed~ as’extremely Important-Jo preserve in 

the’ Boise River Plan because of thefr-value tosbald eagles and other 
wf Idl~ffe species.. Enhancement proposals include,fencing and planting of 
native trees and shrubs. Annual fence maintenance and .plantfng 
maintenance w f I I be necessary. 

Benef its: Protectfon and enhancement would preserve and improve a 
forested wetland community that ,,Is presently very degraded. Large 
numbers of wintering bald ‘eagles usa this area. This proj.ect would 
enhance their habitat and help ensure their continued presehce along 
this section of the Boise River. The ,wffdl Ife impact assessment 
fdentf f led .that the Anderson, Ranch, Fat I I f ty ‘adverse1 y affected 
winterfng bald eagles .and forested wetlands. Protect 1 on and 
enhancement of thf 
wetland losses, as wel I,. as benefiting wintering- bald eagfes more’ 
than protect ion % 

specific area, would,,help mltlgate for forested 

an enhancement of any other t-,I par ian area on the 
Boise River. I n add f~tfon to the target s,pec f es below, many other 
nongame, furbearer, and waterfowl species “wouId.also,benefJt by 
protection and enhancement of these areas. 

Spec I es 
BI ackqapped ch fckadee 

HU’s 
-i-G ‘) 

Mink 140 
Mal lard 130 
Tota I 450, 

Costs:. Advance des,lgn wll I include fdentifylng .wiI I Ing sellers, 
prepar,? ng a management p I an, negotlatJng management agreements, and 
sol IcJtfng blds and quotes.’ lmplementatfon costs include estimated 
costs for acquisition of easements or fee-titles from;wfl I fng 
sel I ers, and est~fmated~ costs -of ,e,nhsncement act ions. -Annual 
operatlon, maintenance, and monJtorJng wIJI be necessary to achieve 
and sustain the projectvs estimated ben,ef I ts. 

Advance Des I gn 15,000 
Implementation ‘. ’ 210.000 
Total $225,000 

Operation and Maintenance 6,000 
Monitoring 
Total Annual Costs for LJfe of Anderson Ranch Project 

2,000 
$8,000 
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Peregrine falcon relntroductlon. The goal of this proJect is to 
annually release 3 to 5 peregrines from a hack (reintroduction) site for 
at I east 10 years. After 10 years.,~ of, r,e,l<e,ases, success of the proJect 
will be evaluated to assess whether further’rele&es? are’needed. The 
location of the hack slte will be determined in the future, based ‘on 
habitat suitabll ity, proximity to other release si’tes, and other 
b lological factors. The site will likely be in western Idaho. The 
exact location of the site may vary annually, base‘d on returnlng 
falcons, predators, success of previous releases, etc, 

costs: Advance desfgn wtll include selecting a hack site, preparing 
a management pl an, negotiating management agreemen,ts, ‘a$ sbl icltfng 
bids and quotes. Implementation costs for 10 years of rel,eases are 
estimated to be $17,000 per year, and lncl ude the propagation and 
release of birds, Opera-l-Ion and maintenance will be necessary as 
I ong as rel eases are made. Mon I tor I ng costs, Tnc I ude annual ) surveys 
to locate active nests and slgns of productivity, and an evaluation 
of the release site and methods. I 

Advance Des 1 gn 2,000 
Implementation : 170,000 
Total $172,000 

Operation and Maintenance 
Monltorlng 
Total Annual Costs for 10 Years 

1,000 
4,000 

. $5,000 

. 
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The borrow s 1 te by Anderson Anderson R_anch borrow s I te, rehab I I i tation. 
Ranch Dam provided fill for the dam site, and presently Is Tn a severely 
degraded cond 1 t,ion. The site is on USFS~admint$tered iands., ” 
His-l-orlca!,l y, the area provided, S~~~~;l;l~h-grassland hab [tat.> W i~ldl ife 
losses at the’80 acre site were not addressed during the’ Anderson Ranch 
w I I d I f f e i,mpacf assessment. RehablI’~tatlon actions at the site would be 
specf f ical I y .for Impacts at the site, and woul*d take advantage of 
opportunities to enhance the site f’or waterfowl and improve water 
qual ity. ! , 

The .project includes bulldozer leveling and planting a shrub/forb/grass 
mixture, on about 60 acres, constructing 4 or 5 short*dikes to create 3 , 
or 4 small ‘ponds and’ fncrease thesi’ze of one small pond,,plantlng 
willows, around the ponds, and protecting the area with 2 miles of 
fencing,. About 12 acres of ponds may be poss ib I e. 

,’ 
B’enef Its: Establishing shrubsp~ forbs, and grasses on the site will 
benefit a variety of wildlife, includfng blue grouse and mule deer. 
Pond development wil I benefit many,‘speci&, including mal lard. 
Water quality will also be improved. Benefits to blue grouse, 
mal I ard, and mu I e deer are est fmated to be I’ess than the I osses that 
occurred for these target species at the borrow siteb 

costs: Advance design w.i I I incl ude prepar I ng a management p I an, and 
sol iciting bids and quotes. Implementatlon~costs Include the 
estimated costs to lnftial ly rehabil itate and enhance the site. 
Operation, maintenance, and monltoring‘costs include annual 
inspection and repairs of the alkes, and evaluation of the project’s 
success. 

Advance Des lgn 5,000 
Implementation 
Tota I 

50,000 
$55,000 I 

Operatlon and Ma I ntenance 2,000 
Monltorlng 1,000 
Total Annual Costs for Life of Anderson Ranch Project $3,000 
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Anderson Ranch Preferred Mitigation Plan Summary 

The interagency work group has developed a ~preferrsd mitigation plan 
(Table 5) that follows the mitigation”$c$~s’cutI ined at the beginning of 
this planning process. A number of alternative mltigation projects were 
examined, before formulation of the preferred plan. Estlmated benefits 
from the preferred projects are presented In Table 6, estimated initial 
1 O-year costs are out I I ned 1 n Tab I e 7, and a T-year action plan is in 
Table 8. Projects were prlorltlzed by the interagency work group based 
on mitlgatlon goals and needs of wildilfe in the area. 

To our know1 edge, al I proposed aCqUiS1tfOnS of easements or feeititles 
in the mftigatlon plan meet the land acqulsltion criteria out1 ined ln 
the Columbia River Basin Fish and Wild1 lfe Program and the Northwest 
Power Act, Projects complement management policies and goals of federal 
and state wild1 ife agencies and the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes. 
Acquisftlon projects were developed by professional wildlife biologists 
who took into consideration the needs of wildlife in the area, the 
cost-effectiveness of acquisition projects compared to available 
alternatives, and the biological objectives of the mitigation plan. To 
our know I edge, funding of these mitigation projects with the BPA fund is 
not in lieu of any other expenditures presently authorlzed or required 
from other entities under other agreements or provlsions of law. 

Annual operation, maintenance, and monitorlng of mitigation projects 
w I I I be necessary for ,the I if 8 of the Anderson Ranch Fat 1 I i ty for this 
PI an to protect, mitigate, and enhance w I I dl lfe to the extent affected 
by hydroelectric development and operation of the facility. Contlnued 
annual funding Is justlf led by the fact that as long as the facil ity 1s 
in place, the identified wildlife habitat impacts will continue to 
occur. The Anderson Ranch Fat 1 I i ty Inundated natural I y 
self-perpetuating ecosystems. A large part of thi s Plan is to mitigate 
those losses through man-made enhancements, which are not naturally 
s8lf-p8rp8tuating. Under the methods in this Plan, mitigation credit 
for enhancement is the difference between the habitat values presently 
provided’ and the increased hab itat val ues prov ided with hands-on 
management (habitat treatments followed by operation, maintenance, and 
mon ltoring). If annual operation, maintenance, and monitoring of 
enhancement actions cease being funded, management actions w i I I cease, 
and the mitigatlon projects will no longer provide the full benefits 
estlmated in this Plan. As a result, the benefits of mitigation 
projects would have to be re-evaluated, and more acquisitions of 
fee-titles or easements would be needed to mitigate the Anderson Ranch 
Facility wild1 ife ioss8s. Because annual wildlife losses will continue 
for the I ife of the Anderson Ranch Faci I ity, annual ben8f its of 
enhancement actions must be sustained by hydropower beneficiaries for 
this Plan to mitigate wild! ife impacts to the extent affected by 
hydropower. The Interagency work group looks forward to continued 
coordination with the Northwest Power Planning Council and the 
Bonneville Power Administration. 
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Table 5. Anderson Ranch Facil\ty wild1 !fe protection, mftigaticn, and 
enhancement plan summary. These projects are not in orddr of priority, 

Target 
Sp8Ci8S 

Hab itat ~cS$eS,:: ./ ::, :: 
Attributable to' 
HydropoFsr Mitigation ‘Goals - 

Mal lard 
Mink 
Yellow warbler 

(scrub-shrub 
"* wetland) 

Black-capped 
chickadee 
(forested 
wetland) 

Ruffed grouse 
81 u8 grouse 

1,048 HU's 
1,792 HUVs 

361 HUVs 

896 HU's 

919 HU's 
1,980 HU's 

Provl,de benefits of 2,730 mallard 
HUVs; 1,110 mink HUfs, 290 yellow 
warbler (scrub+hrub wetland) 
HU‘Vs, 540 black-capped chickadee 
(,forested wetland) HU's, 200 
ruff8d grouse Huts, 1,210 blU8 
grOUS8 HUVs, and 770' sharp-tailed 

'grouse HUvs (tradeoff for blue 
grouse losses) preferably through 
the.,followlng 3 mitigation 
projects; 

'1) Protect and enhance 6,100 
acres of wetlandsjuplands, 

,preferably In the Camas Creek 
(Hill, City Marsh) area. This 
project'wili result Tn‘eStimated 
,galns of 2,600,maIIard HUls, 970 
mink HU(s, 280 yeilow.warbl8r 
Iscrub-shrub wetland) Huts, 360 

., blackicapped chickadee (forssted 
wetl‘and) HU's', 240 ruffed 'grouse 
Huts, and, 1,210 bl‘ue grouse 
HU's? Multi-spec 18s be&fits 
from this project result in 
neceSsary, but cost-effective, 
trbdeoffs between exfra benefits .' 
to sonib target species and fewer 
benefits to other target species. 

21 Pkote$t and entiance 960 acres 
of key sharp-tailed grouse' 
habitat preferkbly' on or near the 
Nelsen Ranch .& a tradeoff for 

i 

blue grouse hab ftat lo&es. This 
project will result in estimated 
gafns.of 770 sharp*talled grouse * j 
HU's and 10 yellow warbler HUls. 

3) Protect and enhance 200 acres 
of predominantly forested wetland 
habitat preferably on thi! Boise 
River. This.project will result 
in esfimated gains of 130 mallard 
HU's, 140 mink HU's, 180 
black-capped chickadee (forested 
wetland) HU's, in addition to 
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Table 5, Continued. 

Target 
Species 

Hab f-tat Losses 
Attributable to 
Hydropower Mitigation Goals 

protecting key winter habftat for 
a I arge number of bald eagles. 

Mule deer 2,689 HU’s 

All 3 projects: Years f-3, 
advance design. Years 2-6, 
lmplementatlon. Year 3 through 
ltfe of Anderson Ranch Facflfty, 
annual operation, maintenance, 
and monitoring. 

An addftlcna I 100 yellow warbler 
(scrub-shrub wetland). HU’s wi I I 
be provided, preferably by the 
fol lowing mu I e deer project. 

Prcvide benefits of’Zr670 mule 
deer Huts, preferably through 
enhancement of 15,500 acres of 
crucfal mule deer winter range in 
the Bennett Hills area. This 
project w 1 I I also provide ,100 
yel I ow warb I er ,( scrub-shrub 
wetland) Huts. Years l-3,. 
advance des Ign. Years 2-6, 
Implementation. Year 3 ?hrough 
life of Anderson Ranch Facility, 
annual operation, maintehance, 
and mon ffor ing. 

Peregrlne falcon 1,222 acres of Establ lsh and. maintain 1 hacking 
rlparian habitat, (reintroduction) site for at 
and loss of least 10 years. Peregr lnes wi I I 
nesting pair(s) be released at the rate of 3 to 5 * 

birds per year. Year 1, advance 
des,ign. Years 2 to at least 11, 
annual implementation, operation, 

. 

maintenance, and monitoring. 

B I ue grouse, 
Mal I ard 

80 acres at borrow Rehabilitate and enhance the 
site Anderson Ranch borrow site, which 

was not addressed in the wildlife 
impact assessment. Year 1, 
advance design. Years 2-3, 
implementation. Year 3 through 
I I fe of Anderson Ranch Fat i I i ty, 
annual operation, maintenance, 
and monitoring. 
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I Table 6. Estimated beneflts (Habitat Units) of the Anderson Ranch preferred mDtfgatBon plan, Projects are ’ 
I isted in order of priorities chosen by the-Interagency work group. 

-\, 

I Project 

Target Species 
YBtack-. .’ 

Ruffed -MuI e 
Sharp- 

Yet !qw capped Blue tailed 
‘Ma1 lard Mink Warbl 6r Ch Ickadeg Grouse Deer Grouse Grouse Total 

HI II City Marsh protection/ 
enhancement (6,100 ac) 2,600 970 280 360 -. 200 1,210 5,620 

Bennett~H1ll.s big game iInter ’ 
range enhancement __~ 100 2.670 2,770 

Nelson Ranch area protection/ 
enhancement (960 ac) 10 770 78G 

Bolse River riparlan protection/ 
enhancement (200 ac) 

__ _ 
130 140 180 ‘, -;_ 450 

Peregrine relntroductlon ” - 

Anderson Ranch borrow site 
rehab I I I tat lonl 

-’ 

Total 2,730 1,110 390 540 200 2.670 1.210 a70 9,620 

1 ProJect is specifically to rehabllltate and enhance this site, which was not addressed In the wildlife 
impact assessment. : 

K9GM5 SA 
-_- 
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Table 7. Estlmated initial 10 year costs of the Anderson Ranch preferred mitigation plan. After the 
fnltlal 10 years, annual operation, maintenance, and monitoring will contfnue to.be necessary to sustain 
project benefits. Projects are listed In order of priorities chosen by the Interagency work group. 

Advance Operation and Total lnitfal 
Pro.ject Design Implementation Maintenance Monitoring 10 Year Costs1 

Hi I I City Marsh protectlon/ 
enhancement (6,100 ac) 

Bennett Hi I Is b lg game w Inter 
range enhancement 

220,000 1,960,OOO 70,000 6,000 2,712,OOO 

80,000 680,000 40,000 8,000 1 ,O%,OOO 

Nelson Ranch area protection/ 
enhancement (960 ac) 10,000 93,000 3,000 l+,OOO 131,000 

i 

Boise River riparian protection/ 
en hancement ( 200 ac) 15,000 210,000 6,000 ?,OOO 281,000 

Peregrine reintroduction 2,000 170,000 1,000 4,000 207,000 

Anderson Ranch borrow sl te 
rehab I I I tat I on 5,000 50,000 2,000 1,000 76,000 

Total 332,000 3,163,OOO 122,000 22,000 4,503,ooo -- -- 

1 Operatlon, ma 1 ntenance, and monitoring costs are multiplled by 7 in the initial 10 year cost estimate. 
The assumption is that the first 3 years will primarlly be advance design and implementation, with the 
know1 edge that the schedule of projects w 1 I I vary. 
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f 

fable 8, InltI,al 5-year acticn plan for Anderson Ranch Facll ity 
wildlife protect-ton, mltlgatfon, and enhancement plan. 
-- 
Year _I- Actfon 

;I ?’ 

1 Advance design for al I mitigation proJects. 

2 Continue advance design on all mftlgatlon proJects; begin 
lmplementatlon on al I mit!gatfon projects. 

3 Continue implementation on all proJects; begin operation, 
maintenance, and monitoring of proJects where 
implementation has begun. 

4, 5 Continue Implementation on all proJects not fully, 
completed; continue annual operation, ma?ntenance, and 
monitoring on al.1 proJects. I 
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Anderson Ranch Alternative Mitiqation ProJects 

The following alternative mitlgatlon proJects were developed by the 
interagency work group. It is the work group's understanding that 
should future circumstances dictate that a preferred miti~gatfon proJect 
1s not feasible, then alternative projects would be added to the 
preferred plan until the loss of the preferred proJect (fn terms,of 
target specIe5 ( Huts) would be compensated for. Projects are Il,sted ln 
order of priority under each general proJect classification (Tabl'e 9). 

Table 9. Anderson Ranch alternatIve mitigat~ion projects. ProJects are 
Ilsted in order of prlorlty under each of the general proJect 
classifScatlons. 

Page No. 
Target Species in Text 

Biq Game. 
Bennett Hills big game winter range protection/enhancement .' 51 

Waterfowl/Aquatic Furbearer 
Magic Reservolr protection/enhancement 
Little Camas Reservoir protection/enhancement 
Anderson Ranch subimpoundment 

52 
53 
54 

Deciduous Forested Wetland/Nonqame 
South Fork Boise River riparian protect ion/enhancement 55 

(Feathervfile segment)' 
South Fork Boise River riparlan protect 

(Smoky Bar segment) 

Upland Game 
Willow Creek protection/enhancement 
Ruffed grouse (aspen) enhancement 

ion/enhancement 56 

57 
58 

L 
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Bennett Hills big game winter range protection/enhancement. Protect and 
enhance 6,400 acres In the Bennett HII Is ,cruclal mule deer winter.~~.’ 
range, Protection would be through pcqulsftlon of fee-titles or 
easements f,rom w i I I ing sel I ers. Presq.ntl y, ‘the parcels are. heav i I y 
grazed and in need of range improvements. 
I and, 

.Some are surrounded by pu’bl ic 
The g,oaJ ‘of rehab.11 ftatfon on these parcels would be to estabi ish 

and perpetuate shrubs, perennial grasses, and forbs on areas currently 
dominated by medusahead &d/or cheatgrass. These areas occur on ‘an 
estimated 20s ( 1,280 acres) or more of the, acreage proposed -for 
acquiSition. 
greens-tripping 

Perpetuat,ion ‘of rehab i I ltation efforts w i I I requlre 
and some annual bulldozer grading to reduce the chances 

of fire ignition. 
exe I ude I lvestock . 

An estimated 20 miles of fencing would be needed to 
To maintain the estimated benefits of this project 

over time, lt Is estlmated that the rehabilitation efforts would have to 
be re-done about every 20 years, Other ahnua I. operat I on, and ma 1 ntenance 
needs would Fnclude maintenance of fences, grektrips;~ and,buildozer 
scrapes. 

Benef I ts: Areas to be rehab i I ltated present1 y provide almost no 
wlldl ife habitat values. Establishing shrubs, perennial,grasses, 
and forbs would benefit a variety of wfldilfe in additlon to 
enhancing crucial ,mule deer winter range. Successful exclusion of 
I lvestock grating wou I‘d hel p protect the rehab i I itated areas, 
enhance rlpartan vegetation, and enhance existing 
sagebrush-grass1 ands that have been perenn I al I y heav i I y grated; 

Spec i es 
Mui e deer 
Yet low warbler 
Tota 1 

HU,s 8’ / 
2m 

220 
TpB 

,, 
costs : Advance design would include Identifying wil I ing seI.iers, 
prepar lng a management p I an, 
sol iciting bids and quotes. 

negotiat,ing management agreements, and 
Implementation cost estimates’include 

the costs to acquire fee-titles or easements from willing sellers, 
costs to lnltiaiiy enhance the crucial winter range, and costs 
necessary to protect the investment (green&ripping, bulldozer 
grading) . Annual operation, ma 1 ntenance, and mon 1 tor i ng, woui d,, be 
necessary to achieve and sustain the project’s estimated benefits. 

Advance Des Ign 
Implementation 

50,000 

Tota I 
L,220.000 

$1,270,000 

Opera-t ton and Ma i ntenance 
Monltoring 

28,000 
s,poo 

Total Annual Costs for Life of Anderson Ranch ProJect $33,03 
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Manic 3eservolr, protection/enha,ncement. Enhance waterfow I product ion on 
the southwestern corner of Magic’Reservolr by constructing a 0.25 mile 
long dike and a 0.5 mile long dlke across two adjacent bays, 
Construction of the two dikes’would, allow Uater levels in the bays to be 
held stable longer into the irrigation season, and promote the 
establishment of emergent vegetation. Coordination with water users 
will be necessary throughout project Impiementatlon. Sixty acres of 
private I and in the 460 acre project area would need to be pro.:*ected 
through acquisition of fee-title or easement from a wlllfng seliei-, The 
remaining 400 acre project area Includes about 300 submerged act-83 and 
9 00 acres of upi and hab i tat managed by BLM. The ent f re project area 
would be fenced to exclude cattle gratlng and promote waterfow! nesting 
cover. 

Benef i ts: A more stable water system and increased wetland dnd 
upland’vegetatlon wfl I benefit nesting mai,lards. In addition, 
several nontarget w I Id I ife species, such as Canada geese, muskrats, 
northern harr i-et-s, and sage grouse w I I I benef 1 t from th is project. 

HlJ’s 
184 

costs: Advance design will include costs associated with 
ldentiflcation of willing sellers, environmental assessment 
preparation, p reparlng a management plan, surveylng for dike 
location, solicftlng bids and quotes, and negotiating management 
ag’reemen ts . Implementation costs wfi I include, dike construction, 
water control structures, protectfon of 60 acres (including 
appraisal, I egal fees, and actual cost o.f I and), and f enclng of the 
perimeter of the proJect boundary. Due to erosfon, sedimentation, 
and marsh plant encroachment, annual operation, maintenance, and 
monltorlng of the dikes and open water conditions will be necessary 
to sustain the benefits of this project. 

Advance Design 20,000 
Implementation 470,000 
Tota I / $490,000 

. 

Operat lon and Ma i ntenance 5,000 
Monltoring 1,000 
Total Annual Costs for Life of Anderson. Ranch Project $6,000 
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Little Camas Reservoir, protectlon~en,hancemeDt. Protect 52C acres near 
the upper0 southeastern end of Llftle Camas 'Reservoir through 
acquisition of fee+itie~or easement-from w.fIIing seller. A portion of 
this ac,*eage wouid'be uplands border.fn@:the reservoir0 while therest 
would be seasonally flooded wetlands, wfthin the high water mark of the 
reservoir. Approximately 200 acres of wetlands on the upper end of the 
reservoir, within the high water,iine, wlli be dredged and dlked to 
sustain,poois of open water further into~the summer,, and.create nesting 
fslands. Currently, the proJest area drles up too soon,in the summer 
for successful duck production to occur0 as the reservolr 1s drained 
down for downstream irrlgation~needs. Upland areas yi II be fenced to 
provfde nesting and brooding cover* Coordination with, water users will 
be necessary throughout project implementation. 

Benefits: More stable water condltlons and Increased vegetative 
cover from this project wl,iSl benefPt many target wlldlt.fe species, 
lncludlng mallards, mink, yellow warblers, and blue grouse, and 
nontarget species such as bald eagles and Canada geese. 

Mink 
' Yelf'ow warbler 'I 

Blue grouse, 
Total' 

HU's 
150 

9, 

125 
~1 0 

l5& : ', 

L 
costs: 'Advance design wfll 'incl-wde.co&ts associated .wIth.. 
identification of wllIing~selIers,. environmental ,assessment 
preparation,. preparing a management pl-an, surveying for!,dlke 
location, soliciting blds and, quotes, and negotiating management 
agreements. implementation costs include the protection.of 520 
acres of land (including-appraisals fees and fee-ti.tle, acqu,lsltion or 
easement costs), ditch,,and isl.and construction, and .-fencing. 
Construction will be accomplished with an excavator which will 
excavate ditch segments and side-cast the excavated material to form 
berms (lsiands) adJacent to the ditches. ,,ApproxImately 10,000 
linear feet of ditches will be excavated in the proJect area. Due 
to eroslon, sedimentation, and marsh plant encroachment; annual 
operation, maintenance, and monitoring of ditches,, ,islands, and open 
water conditions will be necessary to sustain the benefits of this 
project. 

Advance Design 20,000 
Implementation 
Total 

225,000 
$245,000 

Operation and Maintenance 8,000 
Monitoring 1,000 
Total Annual Costs for Life of Anderson Ranch Project $9,000 
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Anderson Ranch subImpoundment, Thts project would create about a 40 
acre subimpoundment on the upper end of Anderson Ranch Reservolr wlth 
the const&tion of a riprapped dike 10 f,?&t high and 005.mile long, 
Three islands would be constructed 'in f'ti&'stibimpoun~ment area. Material 
for dike,and Island construction wbuld have to be transported to the 
sfte. The upper end of Anderson Ranch Reservoir has sllted in, through 
the years, to creqte a large exposed mud-flat as Irrigation drawdown 
occurs in the summer. The purpose of )hls project is +o hold water 
levels stable for the future es-tab; lshment of riparian and emergent 
wetland vegetation. The dike would not cross the main river channel, 

affect kokanee fall spawning runs, Another feature of-the 
be an estimated 5009foot long,screened dfvers,ion ditch 
channel of the river to the impoundment, to maintain a 
of water through the impoundment. 

and would not 
project would 
from the maln 
constant flow 

Benefits: The formation of stable water levels, wet!and vegetation, 

t 

L 

and islands would benefit mallards and mlnk. In acldition to these 
target species, the project wouid benefit other nesting waterfowl, 
shorebirds, and muskrats. 

Mink 
Total 

HU's 
-35 

40 
'30 

costs: 'Advance design incl:Jdes costs associated w 1 th enQironmei\tal 
assessment preparation, suri/sying for the impoundment dike, contour 
survey, and layout/design for,the diversion ditch, s,u&~ for island 
location and design, time for permit applfcations, and' preparation 
of a management plan. Costs for implementation include thoso f13r a 
0.5-mile-long riprapped dike which 1s 10 feet high: two water 
control structures, a 500-foot-long concrete diversion ditch, a fish 
screen, three 500foot by 100-foot islands, and vegetation 
establishment on the dike and Islands. Due to erosion, 
sedimentation, and marsh plant encroachment, annua'l 'operation, 
maintenance, and monitorlng of islands, dike, screen, diversion 
ditch, and open water conditions would be necessary to sustain the 
benefits of this proJect. 

Advance Design 60,000 
Implementation 240,000 
Total $300,000 

Operation and Maintenance 20,000 
Monltorfng 1,000 
Total Annual Costs for Life of Anderson Ranch Project $21,000 
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South r'ork.Boise Rlver rfparian protection/enhancement (Feathervllle 
segm_ent), Protect, through acqu,isltlon of,,fed-titlesor easements from 
willing sellers, 780 acres of, riparlan habitat on the,South Fork Boise 
River, upstream from Anderson Ranch R&dgrvdfr, between Pine and 
Feathervflle. This area is threatened by future .&bdlvfsion and home 
deve!opment. Most of the area iscurrently grazed 'with Ilvestsck. With 
this project, and subsequent graqfng removal, many of the ni4adow areas 
are expected to change toward"decJduous forested wetland (cottonwoods) 
and scrub-shrub ~willow) communities. 

Benefits: This project would benefit,a host of target wi'ldllfe 
species that utilize rlparlan habitats. In ddditfon', this project 
should benefit a small number of,elk which inhab'it this area in the 
winter, The existence of these'elk is threatened by ‘future 
development in the area. ' 

Spectes 
Black-capped chickadee 

HU's 
'440 

Yellow warbler 140 ', 
Ruffed grouse 380 
Mallard ,, 130 
Mink 200 
Blue grouse 90 
Total 1,380 

costs: Advance design will include. costs associated with, 
idgntlf lcatton,bf w.i I I f‘ng' sel I'ers, surveys, and'management plan 
preparation. lmplemsntatlon costs are,estfmated 'at $1,180;000 to 
protect and enhance 780 acres. Annual operation; maintenance (i.e. 
fence repair), and monitoring will be needed to sustain' annual 
.wildlife benefits. 

,_ 

Advance Design 
Implementation 1 

10,000 

Total' 
1,18C,OOO 

$1,190,000 

Operation and Maintenance 
Monitoring 

,lo,ooo 
5,000 

Total Annual Costs for Life of Anderson Ranch Project $15,000 
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South Fork Boise Rtver riparlan proiectlon/enhancemenP (Smoky Bar 
segment) 0 Protect, through acqu,ls?tion ,of fee-titles ‘br easements from 
wil I ing sellers, 900 acres of riparian,habltat near Smoky,Bar,'on the 
South Fork of the Boise,River. Most of'&& acreage is currently 
overgrazed, and threatened by future summer‘home development. Many 
scrub-shrub (wlliow) acres have been cleared In the past,'and'converted 
to open meadows, This proJect woulti' include livestock removal, fencing, 
and some planting of riparian vegetation for stream stabllitation and 
wlldllfe cover. 

Benefits,: This project will benefit a variety of target spec?es 
that utilize rlparian habitats, in addition to upland target species 
benefits on portions of the acreage. ' 

. 

Species HU's 
Blackzapped chickadee 80 
Mink 170 
Ruffed grouse 50 
Blue grouse 210 
Yellow warbler 150 
Total 660 

A. 

costs: Advance design will inc!ude costs associated with 
!dentlfication of willing sellers, surveys, atid management plan 
preparation. Implementation coats to ,protect and enhance'900 acres 
are estlmated.at $1,7OG,OOO. This :ncludes costs 'assoc!'a-f-ed with 
acquisition of fee-titles or easements, fencing,'and wil,~ow and 
aspen plantings. Annual operation and maintenance (i.e. fence 
repair, additional plantings, etc.) will be needed, 'as'wi!l annklal 
monitoring to sustain annual wildlife benefits. 

Advance Design 15,000 
Implementation 1,700,000 
Total $1,715,000 

Operation and Maintenance 10,000 
Monitoring 5,000 
Total Annual Costs for Life of Anderson Ranch Project $15,000 . 
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W II low Creek protectlan/enhancement. Protect, through acquisition of 
fee-titles or easements'7rom wtl Ifng"saliers, 1,000 acres of an)‘ 
upland/wetland complex on Wil!ow Creek, northeastof Fairfield. A large 
part of,the..acreage is being .proRosedfor~subdfvision. This'acreage 
contains a mix of, meadow areas along'the'stream, and rolling 'uplands 
with mountain shrubs. A large portionof the area is currently 
overgrazed. Much of the meadow area is expected to move"vegetatively 
toward scrub-shrub (willow) and some deciduous forested' wetland 
(cottonwood), as grazing is excluded and riparian plantings'are " 
established. 

Benefits: This proJest w.flI pr'imariIy‘benefit blue grouse, but will 
also benefit a variety of wetland/rlparian ass&Dated target 
species. 

Spec 1 es 
Blue grouse 
Ruffed grouse ,,, 
Mallard 
Mink 
Yellow warbler 
Black-capped chickadee 
Total 

costs: Advance daslgn'will' nclude costs associated ,with 
tdentificatlon of ,wfiIing.selIers,, surveys, and ,management plan 
preparation. l.mplementation co& to protect and enhance 1,000 
acres are estimated at $570',000, which Includes costs associated 
with acquisitton of fee-titles or easements,.fenc!ng, and riparlan 
plantings. Annual op,eratioti,and maintenance (lie. fence, repafr, 
add Otional plantings, etc.) will be needed,' as wil'l annual 
mon itoring, to sustain annual wildlife benefits. 

35 
30 ,:'I, 

130 
160 
35 

1,250 

Advance Design 
lmplamentatlon 
Total 

10,000 ', 
570,000 

$580,000 

Operatl,on and Maintenance ,, 15,000 
Monitoring 3,000 
Total Annual Costs for Life of Anderson Ranch Project $18,000 
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Ruffed grouse ( aspen) enhancement, Enhance 500 acres of 01 d-age aspen ,-. 
xnds on national forest land In the v!clnltv of Anderson Ranch. 
Reservoir. Etther mechanical treatnsnts or pkescrlbed burning will be 
used to create early successional %+-ages of aspen and stop, con f fer 
encroachment . Early successional stages of asp6n are important 
components of ruffed grouse habitat. Temporary f enc 1 ng of treated 
stands w 1 I I be requ lred if the star,:a is I ocated in an area of I lvestock 
use. . 

Benef 1 ts: This project will benef~lt ruffed grouse because they are 
closely associated wlth early sucsesslonal stages,of aspen. Var lous 
nongame species will aiso benefit from the increased dlverslty of 
cover types. 

Spec 1 es Hll’s 
Ruffed grouse 150 

Costs: Advance design wll! include costs associated wlth survey?ng 
existing aspen stands, preparing management plans, sol icitlng.,blds 
and quotes, and negot I at lng management agreements. Implementation 
costs are calculated based on an es-t/mate that one half of the 
treatment wlll be done by hand-cutting, and one half will be 
accompl ished w 1-i-h prescribed burning. It Is estimated that 
approximate1 y 0.5 acr6s can be cut by hand per day ($80/daay). 
Prescribed burn Ing costs are estimated at $.?O/acr6. Temporary 
fencing costs are estimated at $6,000. Annua-i operation, 
ma I ntenance, and monitoring will be necessary in order to ensure 
that stands remain in early successional stages, and that w~lldllfe 
benefit goals are being met. 

Advance Design 
implementation 
Tota I 

10,000 
31,000 

$4!,000 

Operation and Maintenance 2,000 
Mon i tcr I ng 1,000 
Total Annual Costs for Life of Anderson Ranch,Project $3,000 
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BLACf( CANYON MITIGATION PLAN 

Black Canyon Mitigation Goals 

The goal of this mltJgatlon plan is to at least replace the'target, 
species' habitat unJts (HUVs), lost due to the development, and operation 
of Black Canyon, through a combination of protection/enhancement 
projects, As per agreement between the Id~aho Fish and, Game and the, 
Bonneville Power Administration (Project No, 86-731, the interagency 
work group has made a strong effort to develop mJtJgatJon actions 
(proJectsI that address,the needs of wildlife and benefit the greatest 
number of target species. However, as large multi-species projects are 
developed, it becomes apparent that some target specJes wll,l g.aln more 
HUVs than were orlglnally lost, and some target species will galn fewer 
HLJVs or possibly none. With this knowledge, the interagency work group 
agreed that some tradeoffs between extra benefits to some target species 
and fewer benefits to other target species would have to,occur within 
the overall mitlgatlon plan, in order to meet contractual agreements, 
and to provide for the needs.of wildlife in the area, Furthermore, this 
methodology provides for the most cost effectfve and reasonabl,? means of 
mftigatlon. 

Black Canyon Preferred Mitloation Pro.jec& 

The fol lowing preferred- mitigatlon~ proJects were ,deveJoped and‘ 
prlorltited by the interagency work group. Projects were developed 
using the Black Canyon, wildlife impact asse$sment (Martin and. 
Ablln-Stone 1986) as a guJdelJne; while-considering the needs of 
wild1 Jfe,.ln the ar,ea.. 

Section 4(h)(8)(A) of the Northwest Power Act provides the opportunity 
to use enhancement measures as a means of achievfng off-sfte protection 
and mitigation with respect to compensation fork losses. arising from the 
development and operation of the Columbia River hydroeleclrlc 
facilities. This section allows flexiblllty in the location of proposed 
mitigation projects. However, alJ .mJtlgatJon projects developed In this 
plan are located Jn the general viclnlty of Black Canyon Reservoir, with 
final selection and prioritization based more on target species benefits 
and needs than on distance from the reservoir. 

It Is the interagency work group's understanding that should future 
c?rcumstances dictate that a preferred mitigation project is not 
feasible, then alternative projects wculd be added to the preferred plan 
until the loss of the preferred project (In terms of target spec Jes 
HUVs) would be compensated for. 
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Bruneau River Valley protection/enhancement. Protect through fee-tit1 e 
acquJsJtJon or easements from willing sellers, 800, acres of wetlands and 
associated habitats in the Bruneau River Valley, much of which is 
currently under private ownership wJ,th heavy livestock use. Current 
habitat cond Jtlons include large acreages of emergent wetlands, some 
scrub-shrub (WI I low) along riparlan zones, and uplands with hayf Je,lds 
and shrub-steppe r sagebrush) , Good wild! lfe cover is currentJy i Jmlted 
due to constant livestock grazlng pressure. Once protected, enhancement 
,measures on the 800 acres will include the dikfns of small sloughs,, 
pothole blasting, shallow pond development, nesting platforms, water 
control structures, rJparJan shrub plantings, and lnltJal grazing 
remova; followed by perlod?c grazing to benefit wIldlife. The C. J. 
Str Ike WMA, managed by IDFG, is located at the mouth of the Bruneau 
River, This project wll I augment the existing WMA, and fcl low ‘the IDFG 
goal of protecting land around the WMA to fact1 ltate increasing public 
demands on’ the resource ( IDFG 1986). 

Benef its: Implementation of this project will greatly Jncrease 
herbaceous and woody cover in the area. This increase, along 
with additional shallow ponds and marshes from hiking, will 
benefit several target species in the area, Jnc.ludlng mal lard, 
Canada goose, mink, yellow warbler.. and pheasant. This project 
wil I aiso provide expanded habitat for Rfo Grande turkey and 
whitetal I deer. 

Spec 1 es 
Mal I ard 
Canada goose 
Mink 
Yel low warbler 
Pheasant 
Total 

HU’s 
510 

160 
190 
120 
320 -a- 

1,300 

costs: Advance design includes costs associated with the 
JdentlflcatJon of will Jng sellers, devalopmenta! surveys, 
preparation of management plans, and sol lcltlng bids and quotes. 
Implementation costs to protect and enhance 800 acres of land in the 
Bruneau River Valley are estimated at $370,000. This includes costs 
of acquisition of fee-titles or easements, appraisals, legal fees, 
dike and levee construction, water control, structures, pothole 
blasting, riparlan shrub planting, island construction, nest 
pi atforms, fence but Iding, and the acqulsftlon of water rights. 
Annual operation and maintenance will include fence maintenance, 
dike repair, water I eve1 management, grazing management, shrub 
replanting, and annual payment for water rights. Annua I operat Jon, 
maintenance, and monitoring will be necessary to sustain wildlife 
benef its of the project. 

Advance Des Jgn 
lmplementatlon 
Total 

30,000 
370,000 

$400 ,-0% 

Operation and Maintenance 15,000 
Mon i tor f ng 
Total Annual Costs for Life of Black Canyon Froject 
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Nelson Ranch area protection/enhancement. Protect through fee-title 
acquisition, grazing permit acquisition, or easements from willing 
sellers,+600 acres of key Columbian sharp-tailed grouse habitat on or 
adJacent to the 4,200 acre, privately owned Nelson Ranch. The Nelson 
Ranch contains the largest known population of Columbian sharptails in 
western Idaho. The ranch contains four of the five known dancing 
grounds in western Idaho. The population has fluctuated between 50 - 
200 birds during the last six years, The availabll ity,of good winter 
range, consisting of mountain shrub patches and riparian zones, is 
believed to be a Iimfting factor to sharptails, Proposed enhancement 
measures on the protected 600 acres include fencing for grazing control, 
planting hawthorns along 0.25 mile sections of Deer Creek and Brood 
Creek, and patch planting 2,000 two year old stock of serviceberry, 
chokecherry, and hawthorn in existing poor oondition mountain shrub 
patches and riparian zones. 

Benef its: Protection and enhancement of this parcel will help 
ensure the continued existence of the Columbian sharp-tailed grouse 
in the Nelson Ranch area, and ultimately in western Idaho. Because 
of the riparian shrub and mountain shrub component existing in the 
area, yellow warblers will also benefit. Nontarget species 
benefited by this project include California quail and Hungarian 
partridge. This area also provides important spring/fall deer and 
elk range. 

Spec i es 
SharpTa i I ed grouse 
Yel I ow warb I er 
Total 

HU’s 
510 

10 
520 

costs : Advance design includes costs associated with the 
identification of willing sellers, boundary surveys, preparation of 
management p I ans, sol iciting bids and quotes, and negotiating 
management agreements. lmpl ementat ion costs to protect and enhance 
600 acres are estimated at $80,000. This includes costs of 
acquisition of fee-titles, graz’ing permits, or easements, 
appraisals, legal fees, shrub plantings; and fencing. Annua I 
operation and maintenance (replanting, fence repair, etc.), and 
monitoring will be necessary to sustain annual wildlife benefits. 

Advance Design 
Implementation 
Tota 1 

10,000 
8o,(lOO 

$90,607 

Operation and Maintenance 
Mon i tor i ng 

4,000 

Total Annual Costs for Life of Black Canyon ProJect 
1,000 
$5,000 
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Boise River WMA big game winter range protection/enhancement. Protect 
through fee-title scquisition or easements from wi I I ing’ sel let-s, 500 
acres of key b fg game ,winter range adjacent to the IDFG Boise River 
Wild! ife Management Area (WMAI. The acreage w’iI,l be enhanced through 
llvestock use control and management for tha benefit of wildlife. The 
32,000 acre Boiss River WMA contains the most critical portions of the 
entlre winter range for deer in Game Management Unit 39‘(IDFG,l986). 
This important winter range, adjacent to.,the Boise River WMA, is in 
private ownership w!th a strong possibility of subdivision for homes in 
the future. 

Benef I ts: In addition to the benefits to the target species, mule 
deer, this project is expected to benefit chukar, gray (Hungarian) 
partridge, turkeys, qua? I , and to some extent, ,30 elk which occur in 
the area seasonal ly. Golden eagles. and an occasional bald eagle use 
the area during winter and spring. Long range plans are to 
reintroduce sage grouse into the area, if feasible. 

Spec I es HU’s 
Mule deer 315 

costs: Advance design includes costs associated with the 
identification of willing sellers, surveys, preparation of 
management p I’ans, and sol lciting bids and quotes. !mplementation 
costs to protect and enhanc, = 500 acres are estimated at $65;‘000. 
This includes costs of acquisition of fee-titles or easements, 
appraisais, legal fees, and the constructlon of about 2 ml I es of 
fence. Annual operation and maintenance and monitorlng will be 
necessary to sustain annual wildlife benefits. 

Advance Des fgn 
implementation 
Tota I 

15,000 
65,000 .-- 

$80,000 

Operat I on and Ma i ntenance 5,000 
Monitoring 2,000 
Total Annual Costs for Llfe of Black Canyon ProJect $7,000 
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Black Canyon Preferred Mitigation Plan Summary 

The interagency work group has developed a preferred mitigation plan 
(Table 10) that follows the mitiga'tfon goals outllned at the beginning 
of this planning process. A number of 'alternative mftigatlon proJects 
were examlned, before formulation of the preferred plan. Estimated 
benefits from the preferred proJects are presented in Table 11, and 
estimated initial lo-year costs are outlined in Table 12. Projects were 
prioritized by the interagency work group b&ed' on mitigatfon goals and 
needs of wildllfe in the area. An initial 5-year action plan for the 
mitigation plan appears in Table 13. 

To our knowledge, ai.I proposed acquPs?tions of easements or fee=-titles 
In the mitigation plan meet the land acqufsitfon criteria outlined in 
the Columbia Rlver Basin Fish and Wildlife Program and the Northwest 
Power Act. ProJects complement management poiicfes and goals of federal 
and state wild1 ife agencies and the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes. 
Acquisition proJects were developed by professional wildlife biologists 
who took into consideration the needs of wfidlife in the area, the 
cost-effectiveness of acquisftlon proJects compared to available 
alternatives, and the biological objectives of the mftlgation plan. To 
our knowledge, funding of these mitlgatlon projects with the BPA fund Is 
not in lieu of any other expenditures presently authorized or required 
from other entitles under other agreements or prcvlsions of law. 

Annual operation, maintenance, and monitoring of mitigation projects 
will be necessary for the life of Black Canyon Facility for this Plan to 
protect, mitigate, and enhance wildlife to the extent affected by 
hydroelectric development and operation. Continued annual funding is 
Justified by the fact that as long as the proJect is in place, the 
identified wildlife habitat impacts will continue to occur. The Black 
Canyon Facility inundated naturally self-perpetuating ecosystems. A 
large part of this Plan 1s to mitlgate those losses through man-made 
enhancements, which are not naturally self-perpetuating. Under the 
methods in this Plan, mitigation credit for enhancement is the 
difference between the habitat values presently provlded and the 
increased habItat values provided with hands-on management (habitat 
treatments followed by operation, maintenance, and monitor~ing). If 
annual operation, ma I ntenance, and mon I tor I ng of enhancement act ions 
cease being funded, management actions will cease, and the projects will 
no longer provide the ful I beneflts estlmated in this Plan. As a 
result, the benefits of mitigation projects would have to be 
re-evaluated, and more acquisltlons of fee-titles or easements wculd be 
needed to mitigate Black Canyon Facfl ity’s wild1 ife losses. Because 
annual wildlife losses will continue for the life of Black Canyon 
FacI I ity, annual benefits of enhancement projects must be sustained by 
hydropower benef iclaries for this Plan to mitigate wlldl ife Impacts to 
the extent affected by hydropower. The Interagency work group looks 
forward to continued coordination with the Northwest Power Planning 
Council and the Bonneville Power Administration. 
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Table 10. Black Canyon Facil ity wild1 ife protectlon, mitigation, and 
enhancement plan summary. 

Habitat Losses " 
', ,. A,' 

Target Attrlbutdble to 
Species Hydropower Mitigation Goals I. 

Mallard 
Mink 
Canada goose 
Black-capped 

ch fckadee 
Ring-necked 

pheasant 
Yellow warbler 

Sharp-tailed 
grouse 

Mule deer 242 HU's 

270 HU's 
652 HU's 
214 HU's 

68 HU's 

260 HU's 
Gained 8 HU's 

Provlde beneflts of 510 mallard 
Huts, 190 mink Huts, 160 Canada 
goose Huts, 120 yellow warbler 
HU's, and 320 rlng-necked 
pheasant Huts, preferably through 
the protection and enhancement of 
800 acres of wetlands/uplands in 
the Bruneau River Valley. Multi- 
species benefits from this 
project result in necessary, but 
cost-effective tradeoffs between 
extra benefits to some target 
species and fewer benefits to 
other target species. Years 1-3, 
advance deslgn. Years 2-6, 
tmplementatlon, Year 3 through 
life of Black Canyon Facility, 
annual operation, maintenance, 
and monitoring. 

An additional 10 yellow warbler 
(scrub-shrub wetland) HUfs will 
be provided preferably by the 
following sharp-tailed grouse 
project. 

532 HU's Provide estimated benefits of 510 
sharp-tailed grouse Huts, 
preferably through the protection 
and enhancement of 600 acres of 
key sharp-talled grouse habitat , 
in the Nelson Ranch area of 
western Idaho. Years l-3, 
advance design. Years 2-6, i 
i,mplementation. Year 3 through 
I ife of Elack Canyon Fad I i”ry, 
annual operation, maintenance, 
and monitoring. 

Provide estimated benefits of 375 
mule deer Huts, preferably 
through the protection and 
enhancement of 500 acres of key 
mule deer winter range, adjacent 
to the Boise River WMA. Years 
l-3, advance design. Years 2-6, 
lmplementation, Year 3 through 
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Table 10. Continued. 

Target 
Species 

Habitat Losses 
Attributable to 
Hydropower Mitlgatton Goals 

Ilfe of Black Canyon Faclllty, 
annual operation, malntenancep 
and monitoring. 

L 
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Table 11. Estimated benefits (Habitat Unlts) of the Black Canyon Facfl fty preferred mltfgation plan. 
Projects are listed In order of prforltles chosen by the interagency work group. 

Pro./ect 

Bruneau River Valley protection/ 
en hancement ( 800 ac) 

Target Spec 1 es 
Black- Sharp- Rfng- 

Canada Yellow capped Mule taf led necked 
Mal I ard Goose Mink Warbler Chickadee Deer Grouse Pheasant Total 

510 160 190 120 320 1,300 

Nelson Ranch area protection/ 
enhancement (600 ac) 10 

Boise River WMA big game winter 
range protection/enhancement 
(500 ac) 

510 

375 

520 

375 

Total 510 160 190 130 375 510 320 2,195 
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Table 12. Estimated initial 10 year costs of the Black Canyon Facflity preferred mitigation plan. After 
the initial 10 years, annual oper&tion, maintenance, and monftorlng will continue to be necessary to sustain 
project benefits. ProJects are listed In order of prloritles chosen by the interagency work group. 

Advance Operation and Total Initial 
Pro.ject Des Ign lmpl ementatlon Ma I ntenance Monitoring 10 Year Costs1 

Bruneau River Val ley protectlon/ 
enhancement (800 ac) 30,000 370,000 15,000 3,000 526,000 

Nel son Ranch area protect ion/ 
enhancement (600 ac) 10,000 80,000 4,000 1,000 125,000 

Boise River WMA big game winter 
range protection/enhancement 
(500 ac) 15,000 65,000 5,000 2,000 129,000 

Tota I 55,000 515,000 24,000 6,000 780,000 

1 Operation, malnfenance, and monitoring costs are multfpl fed by 7 in this initial 80 year cost estimate. 
The’assumption is that the first 3 years will primarfly be advance design and implementation, with the 
know I edge that the schedule of projects w I I I vary. 
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Table 13. Initial 5-year action plan for Black Canyon Facll l‘ty wlldl ife 
protect ion, mf t fgat ion, and enhancement p I an; 

I,% 
Year Action 

1 Advance deslgn for all target species mltlgatfon projects. 

2 Continue advance deslgn on all~mltigation projects;,,begfn 
implementation on al I mItigatlon projects. 

3 Contlnue Implementation on all projects; begin operation, 
maintenance, and monltorlng of projects where 
implementation has begun. 

4, 5 Contfnue lmplementatlon on all proJects not fully 
completed; continue annual opera-l-Ion, maintenance, and 
monitoring on aI,I projects. 

i 

2 
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Black Canyon Alternatlvs Mitfoation Projects 

The following alternatlve mltfgatlon proJects were developed by the 
interagency work group. It is the work group's understandfng that 
should future circumstances dictate that a preferred mitigation prqJect 
1s not feasible, then alternatlve proJects would be added to the 
preferred pldn until the loss of the preferred proJect (ln terms of 
target species HUtsI would be compensated for. Projects are Ilsted in 
order of prforlfy under each general project classiftcation (Table 14). 

Table 14. Black Canyon alternative mitfgatlon, proJects. Projects are 
listed in order of prlorfty under each of the general proJest 
classlflcations, 

Tat-set Species 
Page No. 
In Text 

Bfq Game 
Boise River WMA bfg game winter range enhancement 70 

Waterfowl/Aquatic Furbearers 
Wildlife Management Area enhancement 
Hubbard Reservolr protection/enhancement 
Payette River acquisition/enhancement 

71 
72 
74 

69 
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Boise River WMA big game winter range enhancement. Enhanc.e 1,000 acres 
of big game winter range on the Boise River WMA. Approximately 250 
acres wi I I be cultivated and planted. to a grass/forb/shrub, mixture, 250 
acres w I I I be hand p I an-ted to b itteibrush, and 500 acres pre-treated 
with a combination of fire and herbicides, and then seeded aer I al I y to a 
grass/forb/shrub mix. The topography of much of the area is steep. The 
infestation of medusahead over some of the area has become a problem, 
resulting In almost no habitat value to wintering big game. 

Benef its: This proJect will benefit primarily wintering mule deer, 
with some additional beneflts to upland game, such as chukar, 
Hungar I an part-r i dge, and qua i I . 

, 

i I 

costs: Advance deslgn will include costs associated wtth surveys, 
preparatlon of management plans, and sol icitlng bids and quotes. 
Implementation costs will vary over the 1,000 acres, based on 
topography, current range condition, and planting methods used. 
Costs are based upon grass/forb seeding mlxtures at $5,00/lb., 
bitterbrush seedlings at $O.l5/plant, and bitterbrush seedfng 
mixtures at $8.00/l’b. Annual operation, maintenance, and monltoring 
will be necessary to ensure that annual benefits to wlldlife 
cant i nue. 

Advance Design 
Implementatlcn 
Tota I 

20,000 
135,000 

$155,ooo 

Operat Ion and Maintenance 15,000 
Monitoring 
Total Annual Costs for Life of Black Canyon Project 

1,000 
$16,000 
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WI ldl ife Management Area enhancement. The preferred proposal for this 
alternative is to enhance about 600 acres of IDFG lands at Roswell 
Marsh. Enhancement possibil ities may include more or less acreage and, 
I f necessary, could be implemented at the IDFG’s Fort Boise, C. J. 
Strike, or Payette River WMAfs, Enhancement proposals include channels, 
dikes, water control facilities, islands, annual food crop plantings, 
rlparian cover plantlngs, nesting platforms, fencing, prescribed 
burning, and graz lng management. Flood easements or special land use 
agreements may need to be obtained. 

Benef its: Marsh and upland enhancement would,beneflt a variety.of 
waterfowl, aquatic furbearers* upland game# and nongamea Target 
species benefits below are estimated for enhancement on 600 acres of 
open water, cattails, and sedge-wet-meadow ‘in the Roswell Marsh area. 

Canada. goose 180 
Mink 240 
Pheasant 120 
Yel low warbler 30 
Tota I 750 

costs: Advance design would Include conducting surveys, preparing a 
management p I an@ negotiating management agreements, and sol icitlng 
bids and quotes. Implementation costs include estimates for initial 
enhancements on 600 acres in Roswel I Marsh. Annual operation, 
ma! ntenance, and mon I tor I ng wou I d be necessary to achJeve and 
sustaln the project’s estimated benefits. 

Advance Des lgn 60,000 
lmpl ementatlon 530,000 
Tota I $590,000 

Operation and Maintenance 25,000 
Monltorlng 2,003 
Total Annual Costs for Life of Black Canyon Project $27,000 
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Hubbard Reservoir protection/enhancement. Protect through fee-title 
acquisition, easement, or long-term I ease, 385 acres of I and owned by 
the.State of Idaho and administered by the Idaho Department of Lands. 
Both land above and below the htgh water line of Hubbard Reservoir would 
be protected under this project. A Bureau of Reclamation flood easement 
covers most of the adjacent pr lvate I and. 

The maln function of Hubbard Reservoir is to provlde emergency 
short-term storage for irrlgatlon should a failure occur in the New York 
Canal irrigation system. The reservoir also serves a flood control 
function. The main source of water is overflow from the New York 
irrigation canal e 

Currently, the 385 acres are heavily grazed by livestock, wlth little 
cover remaining for wlldl ife. Also, water 1s lost every year through 
sinkholes In the reservolr floor. 

The purpose of this project Is to improve wildlife habltat by 
maintaining higher and more constant water levels. Enhancement measures 
will include sealing sinkholes with bentonite, grazing removal, dike 
repair, riparian area plantings, island constructfon, and nest 
p I atforms. 

Benef 1 ts: lmplementatlon of this project will increase herbaceous 
and woody cover in the Hubbard Reservoir area, both in uplands and 
wetlands, and provide benefits to a number of target species, 
including mallard, Canada goose, yellow warbler, black-capped 
chickadee, and pheasant. In add itlon, a variety of shorebirds, 
songbirds, and other waterfowl will be benefited by this project. 
Because of its location close to Boise, the Hubbard Reservoir area 
could provlde a future wild1 ife educational tool for the publ ic. 

HU’s 
80 

Canada goose 50 
Yel low warbler 25 
B l ack-capped ch ickadee 25 
Pheasant 150 
Total 330 

costs: Advance design includes costs assocfated with negotiating 
management agreements, preparatlon of management plan, surveys, and 
sol icftlng bids and quotes. Implementation costs to protect and 
enhance 385 acres of land at Hubbard Reservoir are estimated at 
about $340,000. This includes costs v-f xquisltion of fee-title, 
easement, or lease, appraisals, legal fees, dike and sinkhole 
repair, riparian shrub seeding, nest platform construction, and the 
construction of fifteen rip-rapped islands, each 50 feet by 100 
feet. Annual operation and maintenance (water level management, 
d Ike and fence maintenance, shrub replanting, etc.), and annual 
monitoring will be necessary to sustain wildlife benefits of the 
project. 
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Advance Design 20,000 
lmplementatl& 
Total 

* 340,000 
$360,000 

Operation and Maintenance ~10,000 
Monltorfng 1,000 
Total Annual Costs for Life of Black Canyon Project $11,000 
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Payette River acquisition/enhancement. The preferred proposal for this 
alternative is to protect and enhance 300 acres adjacent to Regan Bend . 
on Black Canyon Reservoir. Protection would be through acquisition of 
easement or fee-title If the seller is willing. Only about 200 acres 
would be completely protected, because the USBR has a flood easement on 
about 100 acres of the property. Enhancement proposals include nesting 
p I atforms and boxes, annual food crop plantings and irrigation, 
revegetating agrlcul tural land into permanent cover, managing grazing 
for goose pasture, and fencing to protect riparlan zones and islands. 

Other riparian protectIon and enhancement posslblllties exist in the 
Payette RI ver area. Acreages and enhancements would vary dependlng on 
the available parcels. 

Benef its: Marsh and uol and enhancement wou i d benefit a variety of 
spec 
and 
wetl 

fes. Target species benefits below are estimated for protection 
enhancement on 300 acres of forested wetland, scrub-shrub 
and, and up I and hab I tat on Regan Bend. 

HU’s 
160 

160 
40 

170 
60 
20 

61) 

Species 
Mal I ard 
Can ad a goose 
Mink 
Pheasant 
BI ack-capped chickadee 
Yel I ow warb I er 
Tota I 

costs: Advance design wou I d include ldentlfyfng wil I ing sel lers, 
preparing a management p I an, negot i at 1 ng management agreements, and 
sol icftlng bids and quotes. Implementation costs include estimates 
for acquiring an easement or fee-title, if the seller is wil I lng, 
and for the enhancements necessary to initially develop 300 acres on 
Regan Bend. Annual operation, maintenance, and monitoring would be 
necessary to achieve and sustain the project’s estimated benefits. 

Advance Des lgn 
Implementation 
Total 

20,000 
290,000 

$310,000 

Operation and Maintenance 13,000 
Monitoring 2,000 
Total Annual Costs for Life of Black Canyon Project $15,000 
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APPENDIX A 

Acronyms Used 

BLM - Bureau of Land Management 

BPA - Bonneville Power Administration 

cfs - cubic feet per second 

HEP - Habitat Evaluation Procedure 

HSI - Habitat Suitabillty Index 

HU - Habitat Unit 

IDFG - Idaho Department of Fish and Game 

MOU - Memorandum of Understandlng 

NPPC - Northwest Power Planning Council 

O&M - Operation and Maintenance 

SFBR - South Fork Boise River 

USBR - U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 

USFS - U.S. Forest Service 

USFWS - U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

WMA - Wildlife Management Area (Idaho Department of Fish and Game) 
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APPENDIX 0 

Forma I Comments 
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, 
600 South Walnut l Box ~5 : 

Boise, Idaho 8 371:‘; I 

July 1, 1987 

Mr. John Palensky, Director 
Dlvlsion of Fish and Wild1 Ife, PJS 
Bonneville Power Administration 
P.O. Box 3621 
Port I and, OR 97208 

Dear Mr. Palensky: 

Enclosed are the Anderson Ranch and, BI ack Canyon Fat 1 I I ties ( I .e. ‘dam, 
power’ p I ant, and reservoir areas) WI Idl ife Protection, Mltfgatl’on, and 
Enhancement PI ans. These p I ann I ng efforts were funded! by the 
Bonneville Power Adminlstration pursuant to section 1004(b)(3) of, the 
Northwest Power Planning Council’s Columbla Basin Fish and Wildlife 
Program. These Plans were prepared by the Idaho Department of Fish’ and 
Game in consul tatlon and coordfnatlon with the U.S. Bureau of 
Reclamation, U.S. Forest Service, U.S. Flsh ,and Wild1 ife Service, U.S. 
Bureau of Land Management, Shoshone-Bannock Tribes, Bonneville Power 
Administration, Northwest Power Planning Counci I, and Pacific Northwest 
Utllitles Conference Committee. 

The Department supports the content of these Plans. We agree with the 
interagency work group’s position that 100% of the wlldl lfe losses 
ldentlfled ln the Anderson Ranch and Black Canyon Facil itles Wild1 ife 
Impact Assessments should be attributed to the hydroelectric project 
purpose. We encourage the Northwest Power PI anning Count I I and 
Bonneville Power Admlnlstration to consider and Implement these Plans . 
in a timely manner. 

JMC/GAM/ sa 

Enc. 

Sincerely, Y / 

EQc.AL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 



United States Department of the Interior 
FISH AND WILDLJFE SERVICE 

BOISE FIELD OFFICI3 
4696 Overland Road, Room 576 

Boise, Idtiho 83705 

May 18, 1987 

*Jerry M. CcJnley, Director 
Idaho Department of Fish and Gama 
600 South Walnut Street, Box 25 
B o i s e , Id:lho 83707 

MAY 2 1 am 

Dear Mr. Conley: 

The F! sh and W: 1 dl i -Fe Ssrv:i cc ( S c r v i c CT ) h a s r c+ v i. e w c d 1. h L:? 4 r a f 1. 
r e p 0 r* t for khe Anderson Ranch a n d Black c a 11 y 0 t1 W i 1. d 1 .i f e 
Protec:t,:ion, M i t: :i g a.t. i on , and Enhanoement. P .I an . This plan is the 
product of an in t eragenoy study team, a n d the 1. i. s 1: f? 11 
racommendat ions and pr:iori,t,ies refl ec.1, the oonstrnsus of t. ears: 
members. 

The hydropower a:lI.oc:ation discussion in t.ha rb[)Or't WCIS ,i n cl e p t. h 
and informative. The Service would like to add some additional 
insights wit.h regard 1.0 the Fish and Wildl:i.fe Coord:inaI:ion Act. 
(Act). These projects were built prior’ to 1958 when ,the amended 
Ac:t. WFIS passed by Congress t,hat mandat.od that. fish and wi ltll i To 

rece i ve “equal consideration” with other project p u r p o s e s , The 
1958 Act I a. SC) prcrvi tlcd .for onhanc:ement of T:ish and w.i 1.dl .i I’(> 
values where poss ible and required that compensatory act ions I> f? 
taken when unavo:i dab1 82 adverse .i.mpncts t 0 Pi s h and w .i 1 d 1 i f I! 
occur. Prior to 1958, federal water pro,jeots were built with 
1 i t .I. :I e ) .if any, m.i.t.:igat.i.con .f o r f i s h 11 n d w i I. cl 11 i f e ha b :i t. t11. ‘I o s s c s . 

If the pro,jects were being planned today, the Service, under the 
au t ho r :i 1. y o .f 1; h c A CI t. , woul d invos t:igal,e :impac:i.s assoei il totI w.i 1.h 
the eul:ire projec:t area, inol.uding i.rt-i.gat ion l.antls which 3 1 R 0 
c tr n s t. .i t. u .t, c? t. h C’ p r 0 j (3 c: I. . T h C! i mpr~c t Y I. CJ fi sil il II rl w,i :I 41 i Ff- 
i3s3o(:iat*d with the entire projoot area (3t.e much greater 1: h ilI1 

tv h o s e rep (.) I- t e rt F o r t, h c r (? s E: r v o :i r B I” e :I a .I o II o .i n ::j n e 13 r ‘1 :i. c? r 1 0 s s 
assessment report, lIf the Power CCJllX1C i. 1. rif?s i I't?s t 0 a I. 1 0 c a t f" 
m:it:igat.:ion funding bct,wt:en t,hc various pro.ject. purpc)sas, t hcan t.hta 
entire p r 0 j e (3 t are a s ho u 1. cl b e i n (3 1 u d e ti i II t h i s ana Lys is. Thi:; 
il(:I. ion would I)(: consistent wi 1.h the intent. o.F t.hr> Art.. 

The study t e a a d i s (3 us s e d 1: he a 1 1. 0 c a I: i 0 n t o p i 0 i n de t a i 1. a t 1: hc 
1) 12 g i n 11 :i. n g of -l.he r?arl ,ittr loss :Issessment.. A ,t, t h i-1 1. t. i 111f ! , t. h f? 
irrigati 011 pro,ject features were reviewed. F 0 l- t h c3 m o 8 t p a r I: , 
I hcnsr! a r c non--hycfrocilet:t.I-i(: power pro jttf.1. .f e H t u r (‘5 (, I? v E\ II t h f’) 1.J !: I I 
t, h (2 re Lot ionship between power II 6: e d an d i r r i g n t i 0 n (i i" V C 1 0 1) III (2 t1 t 
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was recognized) arid ' the group decided to i ZI v es I-, i. g a t e t h c: 
reservoir area alone. It was &reed, at that time, that impact 
to wildlife habitat associated wi:th reservoir inundation should 
be allocated to the hydroelectric power purpose and there .would 
be no need to evaluate the irrigation project features. If 
proper mitigation were provided for the reservoir area, then 
compensation for losses associated with hydroelectric development 
would be considered complete. 

If mitigation goals described in this document 31-a achieved, t he ~ 
future outloc>k for many i. m p 0 r t an t wildlife species ( e . g . 
waterfowl, mule deer, Columbian sharp-.tai..l.ed grouse, ycregrine 
falcon, nongame birds) will be much improved. . 

Sincerely, 

John P. Wolf1i.A 
Field Supervisor 

cc: *John .Palensky, BPA, Portland 
BLM, Shoshone Dist., Shoshone 
ELM, Burley Dist., Burley 
RLM, State Office, Raise 
IDFG, Region 4, Jerome 
IDFG, Region 3, Boise 
Marte Montgomery, NWPPA, Boise 
FWS, PFO, Portland (Attn: G-i-ger) 
FWS, RO, Portland 
FWS, SE, Hoise (l--4--87-1-,248) 
FS, Boise National Forest, Boise (Attn: Lucich) 
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MAY 1 5 1987 j 

c 

United States Department of the Interior 

INREPLY 
REFERTO: 

6520 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
Boise D/strict 

3948 Dbvelopkent Avenue 
Boise, Idaho 837’05 ,’ 

ti%Y 1 2 IS87 

Jerry M, Conley, Director 
Idaho Dep't. of Fish & Came 
P.O. Box 25 
Boise, ID 83707 

Dear Mr. Conley: 

This letter is in response to your request for comments on the draft report 
for Anderson Ranch and Black Canyon Wildlife Protection, Mitigation and 
Enhancement Plan. 

Our previous involvement and close coordination in the identification of 
wildlife losses, scoping potential mitigation projects;and prioritizing 
these proposals has resulted in a document which we fully support: In 
addition, we concur with the plans rationale regarding hydropower 
responsibilities to mitigate for wildlife ,losses. A1thoug.h these reservoirs 
meet irrigation, flood control, and recreation purposes.as well as power 
production, the manner in which these facilities are operated to provide 
power production results in water levels being maintained at high levels 
(i.e., inundating wildlife habitat). Thus, in our view, i't is logical to 
assign the entire reservoir area to habitat losses attributable to 
hydropower. 

. 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the plan. 

Tjcj;iiiiiii 
District Manager 
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United States 
Department of 
Agriculture 

Forest 
Service 

Boise 
Nat ional 
Forest 

1750 Front Street 
Boise. TB 83702 

Reply 10 2610 

Date. May 26, 1987 

Mr. Jerry Conley, Director 
Idaho Department of Fish and Came 
P.O. Box 25 
90ise, Tl? K3707 

L 

near Jerry : 

Your final draft report on Wildlife Protec~tion, Mitigation, and Enhancement 
Plan: Anderson Ranch and Black Canyon Facilities” resolves all Boise National 
Forest concerns. We have been pleased with the interagency process used to 
identify and prioritize projects. We fully agree with your request for annual 
operati.on and maintenance funds for the. life of the reservoir fac5lities, and 
support your desire for mitigation of all losses associated with the 
reservoirs. 

Tie are eager to begin treatment of the Anderson Ranch borrow pit and would be 
pleased to participate in the reintroduction of peregrine-falcons on National 
Forest lands. Several of the “alternative mitigation projects” also ,affect the 
Boise Vational Forest . We support proposals, for protection of riparian habitat 
on Littl.e Camas Qeservoir and along the South Fork Boise River near 
Feathervllle. Ye would work to coordinate our management of adjacent lands. 
9e are also strongly interested in rejuvenating aspen stands on National Fores: 
lands near Anderson Ranch Reservoir. Preliminary investigation of a 
subimpoundment on Anderson Qanch Reservoir would be appropriate to evaluate 
feasibility and cost-effectiveness. 

Sincerely, 

Forest Supervi.sor 

FS.6200 



FORT HALL INDIAN RESERVATION 
PHONE (208) 238-3700 

(208) 785.2080 
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June 2, 1987 

Mr. Jerry Conley, Director 
Idaho Fish and Game Department 
600 South Walnut, Box 25 
Boise, Idaho 83707 

RF,: Anderson Ranch and Black Canyon Wildlife Protection, 
Mitigation, and Enhancement Plan 

Dear Mr. Conley: 

The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes have reviewed the Anderson Ranch and 
'Black Canyon Wildlife Protection, 
Plan. 

Mitigation and Enhancement 
We are pleased with the plan and be#lieve it represents a 

reasonable approach to achieving wildlife mitigation goals for 
losses sustained by the two facilities. 

The Tribes support the Interagency Work Group's use of the 
modified Habitat Evaluation Procedure (HEP) to estimate the 
benefits of mitigation projects in terms of habitat units. 
this method is not perfect, 

While 

quantifying habitat values. 
it represents a workable approach to 

It has the advantage of providing a 
uniform method that all states and agencies can use; it is 
consistent with techniques used during the Wildlife Impact 

,Assessments; 
to date. 

and it is the most widely accepted method available 
The Tribes also support the Group's finding that a 

total of 9,619 and 2,238 target species habitat units were lost 
as a result of the development and operation of the Anderson 
Ranch and Black Canyon facilities, respectively. 

As pointed out in the mitigation plan, the use of simplified 
mitigation accounting results in a severe underestimate of the 
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MP. Jerry Conley 
June 2, 1987 
Page 2 

losses that have been occuring since the installation of facili- 
ties at Anderson Ranch and Black Canyon. Every effort must be 
made to assure that annual operation and maintenance efforts are 
funded for the life of t,he Anderson Ranch and Black Canyon - 
facilities. These efforts must go beyond "good faith" to an 
active, vigorous pursuit of the required annual mitigation and 
enhancement activities and necessary funding. 

< 

The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes support the Idaho Fish and Game's J 
position that hydropower beneficiaries should take 100% respon- 
sibility'for mitigation of wildlife losses due to development e*d 
operation of the Anderson Ranch and Black Canyon facilities. n-e 
entire Boise Project would have been infeasible without the bene- 
fits provided by hydropower. These hydropower benefits allow the 
Project to conform to federal financial feasibility criterion. 
In addition, irrigation which is one of the other major uses of 
the Project, would not have been feasible without power develop- 
ment for pump irrigation. 

The Tribes appreciate the opportunity to work closely with the 
Idaho Fish and Game to support mutual wildlife goals. 

Sincerely, 

Fort Hall Business Council 
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MAY 11 l§Bi 
Ms. Allyn Meuleman 
Idaho Department of Fish and Game 
600 South Walnut 
P.O. Box 25 
Boise, Idaho 83707 

Dear Ms. Meuleman: 

We have reviewed the Draft Wildlife Mitigation Plan for Anderson Ranch and 
Black Canyon Projects (Northwest Power Act) which you sent on April 2, 1987. 
We have the following comments for your use. 

General Comment 

We believe some credit should be given for the wildlife enhancement work 
accomplished over the last few years in the Montour valley. In addition, this 
area is adjacent to the upper end of Black Canyon Reservoir and provides an 
ideal situation for at least partial mitigation for wildlife habitat Tosses in 
the Black Canyon Reservoir area. 

Specific Comments 

Page 25, paragraph 3: Reference is made to a power "subsidy" of $35 million 
financial assistance to irrigation repayment from hydropower, and the statement 
is made that "hydropower is responsible for repaying 646.689.918 (44 percent) 
of the total cost of the Boise Project." The discussion in the subsequent 
paragraph would lead the reader to assume that the Anderson Ranch and Black 
Canyon Powerplants alone are responsible for that 44 percent repayment. That 
is not the case. The $35 million of financial assistance is from the Federal 
Columbia River Power System (Public Law 89-%I)(33 percent of the total project 
repayment), while Anderson Ranch and Black Canyon are repaying the commercial 
power investment of 411.635.268 referred to (11 percent of total project repay- 
ment). Perhaps the hydropower-based repayment associated with the $35 million 
should be analyzed in terms of wildlife mitigation associated with each 
fdiility generatiny the revenue, not the Boise Project. 

P.ige 26, last paragraph: The first 70,000 acre-feet in Anderson Ranch 
Reservoir is dead and inactive snace oriainallv intended for sedimentation. a 
conservation pool, and power head, rathe; thacshnply a "minimum power pooi." 
On top of that space, 5.000 acre-feet was allocated specifically to power. 
Thdt 5,030 acre-feet of space iS being subscribed to by the Boise Water 
Corporation for municipal and industrial (1,151) water supply. Even if this 
75,000 acre-fe[:t of storage space is assumed to be allocated specifically to 
porter, this awourlt Of storage would cover 1,16D acri's, or about 25 percent of 
iie iolai rcScrvOir Suridce arcd of 4,740 acres, faihf? :?;a:~ the 1.97: ac-0.. 
(12 percent) shudn in the rrport. 

The Black Canyon Mitigation Status Report (Chancy and Sather-Blair 1985) concluded 
that no miti.gation agreements or requirements are documented nor has any mltlgation 
been implemented at Black Canyon. in a July 20, 1984 letter attached to the 
mltlgatlon status report, the USBR stated. w[t]he report appears to be an accurate 
descriptton of the project and Its hIstory." Because of the August 1983 Memorandum 
of Understanding between the USBR and the IOFG, any ulldllfe proJects planned for 
the future, which are outlined In the MOU, would be considered “in ileu of” under 
the 1980 Northwest Power Planning Act (Sec. 44h)ClO)fA)). 

Anderson Ranch and Black Canyon pouer plants were origlnally responsible for 
repaying the Bolse Project "power Investment" of 511.635.268. It is our 
understanding that the Columbia Basln federal power pool twhtch includes the 
Anderson Ranch and Black Canyon power plants) 1s responsible for repaying the 
$35.054.650 balance of total power responsibility, plus any of the $11.635.268 Boise 
Project “power investment” that was not repald by 1966, when all Columbia Basin 
federal power repayment obllgatlons became the responsibility of the pooled power 
system administered by the BPA. 

The USBR (1953:ll) allocated 75,000 acre-feet (ac-ft) of Anderson Ranch storage to 

power. Based on physlcal characteristics of the reservoir, this would correctly 
cover 1,160 acres, or about 25% of the total reservoir surface area. 



Page 27, Po*rer and Irrigation Ties: While the concept in thls section no doubt 
applies in many areas, perhaps including the Payette River portion of the Boise 
Project, it is misleading on the Boise Project as a whole. The Boise Project 
acreages are as follows: 

Supplemental Supplr Total 
(acres) -(acres) 

Arrowrock Division 
(Boise River) 

Payette Division 
(mostly Payette River) 

Total 

165,000 112,000 277,000 

60,000 54.000 114,OOD 

225,000 166,000 391,000 

Page 27, paragraph 2: The second sentence states: "The conversion of large 
acreages from native vegetation to agriculture was directly the result of the 
availability of Boise Project power." fn fact, none of the Arrowrock Oivision 
irrigation depends on project power, and only a portion of the smaller Payette 
Division depends on project power (parts of the Payette Division depend on 
gravity diversion, and some of the areas on the north side of the Payette River 
are served by direct connected pumps rather than electric pumps). 

Page 28, first paragraph: This paragraph states that the interagency work 
group agreed that mitigation of the wildlife losses at Black Canyon and 
Anderson Ranch Reservoirs would provide adequate compensation. The last 
sentence in this paragraph then states that many more wildlife losses would 
have been found if the tie between irrigation and hydropower had been examined 
in detail, As pointed out above, the Boise Project is not a good example of 
irrigation development via hydropower. Since this section of the report does 
not cite a single acreage figure, the reader might assume from the text that a 
sizable share of the 390.000-acre total is involved, when in fact only some 
fraction of the 114,000-acre Payette Division (Black Canyon Dam) would be 
involved. The Boise Project was essentially fully developed by the time 
Anderson Ranch was placed in operation. Anderson Ranch, developed primarily 
for supplemental irrigation and flood control, was equipped with a powerplant 
to utilize the releases made for its primary purposes. Its power output was 
made to serve pre-existing Reclamation loads on the Owyhee Project and on 
existing southern Idaho projects. Bonneville Power Administraticn (BPA) has 
marketed surplus Reclamation power in this area since the 1960’s. 

Page 30. second paragraph: As noted earlier, the 5,000 acre-feet of power 
soace in Anderson Ranch Reservoir is beina subscribed to for M&I use bv the 
Boise water Corporation. Even assuming tfL5,OOO acre-feet is power space, 
the 75,000 acre-foot total space covers only 25 percent of the total reservoir 
surface acreage rather than the 42 percent presented in the report. 

Page 30-31. sunary: Based on the analysis in this report, it is difficult to 
understand the logic for the conclusion that hydropower should be assigned 
100 percent responsibility for mitigation of wildlife losses due to the 
development and operation of Anderson Ranch and Black CanyonDams and 
Reservoirs. The analysis does not appear to support that conclusion. 

2 

l . 

The total acreage of pump Irrigation served by Boise Project power was not available 
when this report was completed. Boise ProJect power Is used for irrigation pumping 
2;: at least 26,000 acres In the Payette Olvislon of the Boise Project, and on 
bndetermlned acreages in the USBRrs Owyhee and Rlnidoka ProJects. Regarding pump 
lrrigatlon on the Owyhee ProJect, the USER 11981:7331 stated that power supplled 
from Boise ProJect power plants Is used for the operatfon of exIstlng pumping plants 
to lrrlgate 30,000 to 35,000 acres. 

Ourlng the period !983-1986. only 20s of the Boise Project net power generation was 
used for "federal reserve lrrlgatlon pumplng,rL while 77% was,used>for ngeneration to 
BPA (for sales, etc.)." 

The iJSBR (1953:ll) allocated 75,000 3%ff of Anderson Ranch storage to power. eased 
on physical chr?rect~rfotIcs of the rz%rvofr. this uouid correctly cover 1,160 
acres, or about 255 of the total reservoir surface area. 

Hydropower Is responsible for repaying 44% of the total Boise Project costs, and 55% 
of the reimbursable costs. Because lrrlgators have a Iimlted "abiffty to pay," the 
Bo:so Project, and hence the Anderson Ranch and Black Canyon Faciiltles, would not 
have been flnanclaliy feasible wlthout Inclusion of hydropower repayment. 
Furthermore, when the Interagency work group agreed to ilmlt the wildlife impact 
assessment study area to the reservoir area, and not quantlfy the Impacts of 
converslon of native habltat to lrrlgated agrbcuiturey they expected ail (lOOa) of 
tne reservolr impacts to be mitigated under the Columbia Basln Fish and Wlldilfe 
Program. 
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In regard to the appropriate wildlife mitigation, the following conceptual 
approach is suggested. If Anderson Ranch and Black Canyon Dams and Reservoirs 
were built under Federal programs today, any mitigation cost because of the 
dam and reservoir would be considered a joint project cost along with the 
actual dam and reservoir cost. Accordingly, the mitigation cost would be 
assigned to all functions involved, based on the percentage of remaining joint 
costs. The percentage of remaining joint costs is determined through the cost 
allocation process. 

The basis for the allocation of costs for both Anderson Ranch and Black Canyon 
is a report titled "Boise Project, Idaho: Revised Allocation and Repayment 
Report, USBR, September 21. 1953.” This is the source document that 
Reclamation currently uses to allocate costs and assign repayment of current 
costs each fiscal year. 

The 1953 report cbnsidered both Andersbn Ranch and Black Canyon Dams and 
Reservoirs as joint use project facilities, and costs were assigned to 
irrigation, flood control, and power for Anderson Ranch (based on reservoir 
space), and to irrigation and power for Black Canyon. Accordingly. the 1953 
report allocated the joint use project costs (dam and reservoir costs) as 
follows: 

Item 

Anderson Ranch 
Irrigation 
Flood Control 
Power 

Total 

Black Canyon 
Irrigation 
Power 

Total 

47.5 
47.5 

5.0 

100.0 

50.0 
50.0 

100.0 

This is consistent with the original allocation and the way the costs are 
currently accounted for by Reclamation. This is also consistent with our 
recommendation for the Palisades Project wildlife mitigation study. 

We recognize the allocations would be made under a different method if they 
were made today, although we are not sure what the results would be. However, 
data are not available to prepare new cost allocations for study purposes, 
including the necessary single-purpose project estimates, etc. 

The last sentence on page 30 should be revised to reflect the fact that the 
Boise Project Powerplants are repaying 11 percent of the total cost of the 
Boise Project, while Federal powerplants elsewhere in the Columbia River 
Basin are repaying 33 percent of the total cost (see comment on page 25, 
paragraph 3). 

The 5% Joint use allocation to power presented here for Anderson Ranch is actually 
the combined Joint use allocatlon of storage In Anderson Ranch & Arrowrock 
reservoirs. Arrowrock has a surface area of 3,100 acres and was not included In the 
Anderson Ranch WildlIfe Impact Assessment. 

The USBR (1953:ll) allocated 75,000 ac-ft of Anderson Ranch storage to power (15% of 
the total storage capacity of 493,000 ac-ft). The remalnlng 418,000 ac-ft, it was 
sald, w&Id be used Jointly for flood control and Irrlgatlon. By joint use 
allocatlon methodology, 75,000 ac-ft were allocated to power, 418,000 ac-ft were 
allocated to flood control, and the same 418,000 ac-ft were allocafed to 
Irrlgatlon. Thls amounts to an “equivalent” of 911,000 ac-ft for a reservolr that 
holds 493,000 ac-ft. As a result, the Jolnt use allocatlon for power Is 75,000 / 
911,000, or about 85, and does not account for the fact that most of the 418,000 
ac-ft of storage Is also used for power generation. In fact, about 87% of annual 
Anderson Ranch discharges pass through the turbines. 

Regardless of the percentages asslgned to varlous project functions under joint cost 
allocatlon, lrrlgators are llmlted by an “ablllty to pay” their cost allocatlons. 
As a result, Irrlgatlon cost allocatlons In excess of the Irrigators’ “ablllty to 
paya must necessarily be re-allocated to hydropower for repayment. Therefore, It Is 
hydropower that makes the Bolse Project flnanclally feaslble. 

See our reply to the page 25, paragraph 3 comment on the first page of thls letter. 
Also, “Federal power plants elsewhere n Includes the Anderson Ranch and Black Canyon 
power plants. 

3 
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Page 35, first paragraph; page 66, page 77 (table 6): Recolrmending peregrine 
falcon enhancement and asking for endorsement based on the existina writeuo 
appears premature. The writeup should be developed to the same leiel as the 
other recommended mitigation proposals. At a minimum, a preliminary evaluation 
of the habitat should be conducted to locate a hacking site, the needed 
improvements/developments identified, and the benefits of the program listed. 

Page 67-68: The Bureau and the Forest Service have completed some preliminary 
work on improving the esthetics of this borrow site. Improvements for water- 
fowl were not included. Fish and Game should contact the Bureau and the 
Forest Service to determine the status of this project. 

The Nelson Ranch area protection/enhancement project is proposed under both the 
Anderson Ranch (pages 62-63) and Black Canyon (pages 100-101) mitigation plans. 
It is not clear if the intent is to credit mitigation from this proposed 
project to both plans or to only one. If it is to apply to only one pli+n. It 
would be helpful to assign a priority to that plan. 

Ue suggest a meeting to discuss these comments with you. Please contact Bob 
Adair (334-1209) if you believe a meeting would be beneficial. 

Sincerely yours, 

Regional Director 

. l 

Harlan Nelson’s (1986 letter to Northwest Power Planning Council) dlscussfon of 
peregrine impacts from losses of wetlands Is summarized on page 9. The speclflc 
locatlon of the hack site uill be developed during advance design, once the project 
is approved. 

The Anderson Ranch Borrow Slte Rehabllitatlon projecr was proposed to the Anderson 
Ranch mlttgatlon plannlng work group by the Forest Service. Both Forest Service and 
Bureau of Reclamation personnel are active members of the lnteregexy work group and 
have been coordinated with throughout the development of this project. 

A separate Nelson Ranch proJect Is proposed In both the Anderson Ranch and Black 
Canyon mltfgatfon plans, with a com6lned protectlon goal of 1,560 acres. 
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Department of Energy 
Bonneville Power AdmmMrallon 

PO. Box 3621 
Portland. Oregon 97208-3621 

MAY 0 8 1987 

I...<,.. .=I., ,r PJSD 

tls. Allyn Elruleaan 
Id.iho D?pdr~sti!nc of Fish and Game 
buo South !&lnut 
BdX 25 
Boise, ID 83707 

./!...L 
Dur &.&uloo~n: 

This latter is in r&spouse to your request for comments on the Draft Yildlife 
Protection. hitig~tion, 
&inch. 

and Enhancement Plan for Black Canyon and Anderson 
The follow& id a lisl of recowmended changes or comments conceroint: 

the rrpor t : 

1. Abstract, page 2: 

o In the first sentence you state that “projects have been developed 
In Idaho to mitigate the imprcts to wildlife habitat and annual 
wildlife pcoduction.” The wording “annual wildlife production” 
isplies you are assessing cumulative wildlife losses. Since you are 
not .iddressing cumulative wildlife losses this wording should be 
omitted or changed. 

’ Use of a modified Habitat Evaluation Program (HEP) is mentioned, 
hovsver, the methodology of the HEP procudure you used is never 
discussed in the report text. 

* Tot&t acres inundated at each facility should be included in the 
Bbstr;lct for quick reference. 

2. L~~trduction. page 3: 

’ Kctcrcnccs to the Columbia Klver Basin Fish and Wildlife Program 
i Yr”gm) should ba quoted instead of paraphrased. 
dads nljt ~11 for the “redress” 

The Program 
of wildlife and ulldlife habitat 

lO>SCS. 

3. Kzs+~~~iblllty of Hydropower to Nitigate Wlldllfe Losses, page 20; 

a Unl::u:vi lie Pwtir Adwinistratlcn’s tL%Prl) pu~‘ltLoo h;is been that the 

:.-V ., 

dq; 

t r:iiitius ace multipurpose LJroj.:~:L~ ;,,,d wl1JLIfr losses and 
uil.lllt~ Initi,;i:ion respuu~lb:ll~l~s IIJV~ to tic 3 Ll~GJLcd amotiy the 

Addressed ou next paqe. 

:j ; ~Lu,:r prt,jc8:6 purpscs (i .c., 
‘1.. C’ 

iirl~:.iLIou d1h1 Liwd control i. 

_~ ‘iA. r ~~~~. _-. ~. -.- - -- 
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Addressed in text. 

The methodology of the modified HEP used is discussed on pages 25-26. 

Addressed in text. 

Addressed in text. 
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o The ioformxtion presented, particularly in the Summary on page 30, 
is Idaho Departnest of Fish and Came’@ (IUFG) position. It would be 
more appropriate if this information was presented in an appendix 
that clearly identiftes it as IDPC’s position. 

Idaho Fish and Game has developed the Hydropower Responsibility section, but it reflects 
the views of the entire interagency work group except for USBR. Until this particular 
question is resolved, this type of information should be readily available to the 
reviewer, in the main body of the text. 

4. Implementation, page 38: 

l How does current law affect the feasibility of proposed conservation 
easements? It appears that is most cases easements would not be 
feasible if the purchasing agency must own land appurtenant to the 
parcel being purchased. dave say actions been takes to submit a 

cooservatlon easement bill to the Idaho Legielzture? 

At the present time, Idaho law does not provide an easy way of purchasing conservation 
easements, due to the "appurtenent" stipulation. Actions have been taken to submit a 
conservation easement bill to the Idaho Legislature. and attempts to get a bill passed 
will continue in the future. 

5. Results and Dfscussion, pages 40 - 54. 

’ humerical mangement goals are given for some species. It would be 
useful lf the current: status for those species was also given and 
related to the goals. 

Addressed in text. 

6. Peregrine Falcon, page 54: 

l How do selected sites fit into the recovery plan for peregrines? Addressed in text. 

7. 8111s City Harsh Protection/Enl~ancemeat, page 57: 

* It is indicated that purchase of water rights may be necessary. If 
they can’t be sbtained, what does this do to the feasibility of the 
project? 

The project would still be feasible, although maximum habitat potential miqht not be 
achieved. 

8. Nelson Ranch. pages 62 and 100: 

’ rlhat is the current status of the Nelson Ranch? If the ranch is not Protection of Nelson Ranch is a high priority. and is still beinq pursued at this time. 
protected, does this affect the biological importance of the areas However, even if the ranch were not protected, protection of key areas adjacent to it arc 
surrounding it? It seems tha: preservation of grouse habitat on the still of extreme biological importance to the preservation of the sharp-tailed grouse 
ranch should be the first priority for grouse. in western Idaho. 

9. Plitigatioe.Plan Summaries, pages 69 and 104: 

a The Scope of Work calls for land acquisition criteria to be 
addressed under Objcctfve 2. Task 5. The report does not appear to 
sufficiently address these criteria. It is important that the plan 
show “how the proposed mitigatloo project vould be the most cost- 
effective alternative. while accompllshlng the biological objectives 
of the mitigation plan’ [lUOb(d)(l)(B>]. 

Land acquisition criteria are addressed throughout these plans. Acquisition projects 
developed in the mftigatfon plans for both Anderson Ranch and Black Canyon are cost- 
effeclive because of relatively low land value ; in Idaho and because of the large 
number of wildlife benefits that will be gained through acquisition of identified parcels 

10. Mtigatioo Plans, pages 70 and 105: 

* D~scussioa on the establishment of a trust fund should be deleted. 
As presented in the plan, a trust fund vould not be in conformance 
with U.S. Treasury reguiatlons. Also the use +f a trust is a BPA 
funding decision. 

Addressed in text. 
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11. Action Plan, page 79: 

l The Action Plan should not include fiscal years since the exact 
timing of actions is still unknown. It would be more appropriate to 
refer to time according to year (i.e., year 1. 2, etc.). 

12. Hubbard Reservoir protectfan/eohancement. page 117: 

e gPA questions the appropriateness of proposing acquisition of state 
lands. Other alternatives such as agreements should be considered. 

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please call me at 
(503) 230-7579. 

Addressed in text. 

I 

Any acquisition of fee-title or long-term lease would be through competitive bid and 
would not take place without the consent and cooperation of the Idaho State Dept. of 
Lands. State law requires that the Idaho Dept. of lands manage all of their property 

I 

- for the highest economic return. Therefore, land use agreements pertaininq to the 
management of these lands are generally not possible. 

Sincerely, 

Hary ii! Hahaffy 
Wildlife Biologist 
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